SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK 
COUNTY OF NEW YORK 


Index No. 71543-23 
THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK, 
AFFIRMATION OF TODD 

- against - BLANCHE IN SUPPORT OF 
PRESIDENT DONALD J. 
DONALD J. TRUMP, TRUMP'S POST-TRIAL 
PRESIDENTIAL IMMUNITY 
Defendant. MOTION 


Todd Blanche, a partner at the law firm Blanche Law PLLC, duly admitted to practice in 
the courts of the State of New York, hereby affirms the following to be true under penalties of 
perjury: 

1. I represent President Donald J. Trump in this matter and submit this affirmation 
and the accompanying memorandum of law in support of President Trump’s motion to dismiss the 
Indictment and to vacate the jury’s verdicts based on the Presidential immunity doctrine articulated 
last week by the Supreme Court of the United States and the Supremacy Clause. 

2. This affirmation is submitted upon my personal knowledge or upon information 
and belief, the source of which is my communications with prosecutors and with other counsel, 
my review of documents in the case file, a review of the available discovery, and an independent 
investigation into the facts of this case. 

3. Attached as Exhibit 1 is a true and accurate copy of DANY’s February 22, 2024 
motions in limine. 

4. Attached as Exhibit 2 is a true and accurate copy of President Trump's March 7, 


2024 motion. 


5. Attached as Exhibit 3 is a true and accurate copy of DANY’s March 13, 2024 
opposition to President Trump’s March 7, 2024 motion. 

6. Attached as Exhibit 4 is a true and accurate copy of the Court’s April 3, 2024 
Decision and Order denying President Trump’s March 7, 2024 motion. 

7. Attached as Exhibit 5 is a true and accurate copy of President Trump’s April 15, 
2024 premotion letter. 

8. Attached as Exhibit 6 is a true and accurate copy of DANY’s April 16, 2024 
response to President Trump’s April 15, 2024 premotion letter. 

9. Attached as Exhibit 7 is a true and accurate copy of DANY’s February 26, 2020 
brief submitted to the United States Supreme Court in Trump v. Vance. 

10. Attached as GX 81 is a true and accurate copy of the document introduced into 
evidence at trial as Government Exhibit 81. 

1]. Attached as GXs 407-F through 407-I are true and accurate copies of the documents 
introduced into evidence at trial as Government Exhibits 407F through 4071. 

12. Attached as GX 181 is a true and accurate copy of the document introduced into 
evidence at trial as Government Exhibit 181. 

13. Attached as GX 201 is a true and accurate copy of the document introduced into 
evidence at trial as Government Exhibit 201. 

14. | Attached as GX 319 is a true and accurate copy of the document introduced into 
evidence at trial as Government Exhibit 319. 

15. Attached as GX 68 is a true and accurate copy of the document introduced into 


evidence at trial as Government Exhibit 68. 
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16. Attached as GX 260 is a true and accurate copy of the document introduced into 
evidence at trial as Government Exhibit 260. 

17. Attached as GX 202 is a true and accurate copy of the document introduced into 
evidence at trial as Government Exhibit 202. 

18. Attached as GX 217 is a true and accurate copy of the document introduced into 
evidence at trial as Government Exhibit 217. 

19. | Attached as GX 205 is a true and accurate copy of the document introduced into 
evidence at trial as Government Exhibit 205. 

20. Attached as GX 207 is a true and accurate copy of the document introduced into 
evidence at trial as Government Exhibit 207. 

2]. | Attached as GX 69 is a true and accurate copy of the document introduced into 
evidence at trial as Government Exhibit 69. 

22. | Attached as GX 35 is a true and accurate copy of the document introduced into 
evidence at trial as Government Exhibit 35. 

23. | Attached as GX 1 is a true and accurate copy of the document introduced into 
evidence at trial as Government Exhibit 1. 

24. Attached as GX 246 is a true and accurate copy of the audio recording introduced 
into evidence at trial as Government Exhibit 246. 

25. | Attached as GX 248 is a true and accurate copy of the document introduced into 
evidence at trial as Government Exhibit 248. 

26. | Attached as GX 93 is a true and accurate copy of the document introduced into 


evidence at trial as Government Exhibit 93. 


WHEREFORE, for the reasons set forth in the accompanying memorandum of law, the 
Court should dismiss the Indictment and vacate the jury’s verdicts based on the Presidential 
immunity doctrine and the Supremacy Clause. 


Dated: July 10, 2024 
New York, New York 


By: /s/ Todd Blanche 

Todd Blanche 

Blanche Law PLLC 

99 Wall Street, Suite 4460 
New York, NY 10005 
212-716-1250 

toddblanche @blanchelaw.com 


Attorney for President Donald J. Trump 
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EXHIBIT 1 


SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK 
COUNTY OF NEW YORK: PART 59 


THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK 
-against- | Ind. No. 71543-23 
DONALD J. TRUMP, 


Defendant. 


NOTICE OF MOTIONS IN LIMINE 
PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that the People will move this Court, located at 100 Centre 
Street, New York, New York, on a date and time to be set by the Court, for an order: 
(1) excluding expert testimony regarding federal campaign finance law; 


(2) excluding evidence or argument that the Federal Election Commission 
dismissed complaints that defendant committed campaign finance violations; 


(3) excluding evidence or argument regarding any purported decision by the United 
States Department of Justice not to charge defendant with campaign finance 
violations; 


(4) excluding evidence or argument regarding selective prosecution or government 
misconduct; 


(5) excluding evidence or argument regarding federal prosecutors’ purported views 
of Michael Cohen's credibility; 


(6) precluding argument regarding any alleged reliance on advice of counsel unless 
and until defendant establishes a sufficient factual predicate for that defense; 


(7) excluding evidence or argument regarding legal defenses the Court has already 
rejected; and 


(8) permitting the introduction of potential Molineux evidence; 
and for such other and further relief as the Court may deem just and proper. A supporting 


affirmation, memorandum of law, and exhibits are attached to this notice of motion. 


DATED: 


February 22, 2024 


Respectfully submitted, 


ALVIN L. BRAGG, JR. 
District Attorney, New York County 


By: /s/ Matthew Colangelo 
Matthew Colangelo 
Christopher Conroy 
Susan Hoffinger 
Becky Mangold 
Joshua Steinglass 

Assistant District Attorneys 
New York County District Attorney’s Office 
1 Hogan Place 
New York, NY 10013 
212-335-9000 


SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK 
COUNTY OF NEW YORK: PART 59 


THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK | AFFIRMATION AND 


| MEMORANDUM OF LAW IN 
-against- | SUPPORT OF MOTIONS IN LIMINE 
DONALD J. TRUMP, | Ind. No. 71543-23 
Defendant. 
AFFIRMATION 


Matthew Colangelo, an attorney admitted to practice before the courts of this state, affirms 
under penalty of perjury that: 

l. I am an Assistant District Attorney in the New York County District Attorney's 
Office. I am assigned to the prosecution of the above-captioned case and am familiar with the facts 
and circumstances underlying the case. 

2. I submit this affirmation in support of the People’s motions in limine. 

3. Defendant is charged with thirty-four counts of falsifying business records in the 
first degree, PL § 175.10. These charges arise from defendant's efforts to conceal an illegal scheme 
to influence the 2016 presidential election. As part of this scheme, defendant requested that an 
attorney who worked for his company pay $130,000 to an adult film actress shortly before the 
election to prevent her from publicizing an alleged sexual encounter with defendant. Defendant 
then reimbursed the attorney for the illegal payment through a series of monthly checks. Defendant 
caused business records associated with the repayments to be falsified to disguise his and others’ 
criminal conduct. 

4. Attached as Exhibit 1 is a true and correct copy of defendant's Witness Disclosure 


for Bradley A. Smith dated January 22, 2024. 


5. Attached as Exhibit 2 is a true and correct copy of United States v. Suarez, No. 
5:13-cr-420 (N.D. Ohio June 24, 2014). 

6. Attached as Exhibit 3 is a true and correct copy of the signed engagement letter 
between Bradley A. Smith and Todd Blanche dated January 4, 2024, for People v. Trump, Ind. No. 
71543-23. 

7. Attached as Exhibit 4 is a true and correct copy of the Decision & Order in People 
v. The Trump Corporation, Ind. No. 1473/2021 (Sup. Ct. N.Y. Cnty. Jan. 5, 2022). 

8. Attached as Exhibit 5 is a true and correct copy of the Hearing Transcript in People 
v. The Trump Corporation, Ind. No. 1473/2021 (Sup. Ct. N.Y. Cnty. Oct. 20, 2022). 

9. Attached as Exhibit 6 is a true and correct copy of a document titled Expert Witness 
Disclosure, Professor Bradley A. Smith, in United States v. Bankman-Fried, No. 22 Cr. 673 
(LAK), ECF No. 276-5. 

10. Attached as Exhibit 7 is a true and correct copy of the Hearing Transcript in People 
v. The Trump Corporation, Ind. No. 1473/2021 (Sup. Ct. N.Y. Cnty. Oct. 21, 2022). 

11. Attached as Exhibit 8 is a true and correct copy of the Judgment of Conviction in 
United States v. Cohen, No. 18-cr-602 (S.D.N.Y. Dec. 12, 2018). 

12. Attached as Exhibit 9 is a true and correct copy of the Information in United States 
v. Cohen, No. 18-cr-602 (S.D.N.Y. Aug. 21, 2018). 

13. Attached as Exhibit 10 is a true and correct copy of the Hearing Transcript in United 
States v. Cohen, No. 18-cr-602 (S.D.N.Y. Aug. 21, 2018). 

14. Attached as Exhibit 11 is a true and correct copy of defendant's social media posts 


dated February 1, 2023, March 9, 2023, and March 27, 2023. 


15. | Attached as Exhibit 12 is a true and correct copy of a document titled Certification, 
In the Matter of Donald J. Trump for President, Inc., et al., Federal Election Comm'n Matter 
Under Review 7324, 7332, 7364, & 7366 (Mar. 11, 2021). 

16. Attached as Exhibit 13 is a true and correct copy of the Letter from Lynn Y. Tran, 
Assistant General Counsel, Federal Election Commission, to E. Stewart Crosland (June 1, 2021). 

17. | Attached as Exhibit 14 is a true and correct copy of a document titled Statement of 
Reasons of Chair Shana M. Broussard & Commissioner Ellen L. Weintraub, In the Matter of 
Donald J. Trump for President, Inc., et al., Federal Election Comm'n Matter Under Review 7324, 
7332, 7364, & 7366 (July 1, 2021). 

18. Attached as Exhibit 15 is a true and correct copy of a document titled Statement of 
Reasons of Vice Chair Allen Dickerson et al., Jn the Matter of Donald J. Trump for President, 
Inc., et al., Federal Election Comm'n Matter Under Review 7324, 7332, 7364, & 7366 (June 28, 
2021). 

19. Attached as Exhibit 16 is a true and correct copy of a document titled Certification, 
In the Matter of Michael D. Cohen, et al., Federal Election Comm’n Matter Under Review 7313, 
7319, & 7379 (Mar. 31, 2021). 

20. | Attached as Exhibit 17 is a true and correct copy of the Letter from Lynn Y. Tran, 
Assistant General Counsel, Federal Election Commission, to E. Stewart Crosland (Mar. 31, 2021). 

2]. | Attached as Exhibit 18 is a true and correct copy of a document titled Statement of 
Reasons of Commissioners Sean J. Cooksey & James E. “Trey” Trainor II, In the Matter of 
Michael Cohen, et al., Federal Election Comm’n Matter Under Review 7313, 7319, & 7379 (Apr. 


26, 2021). 


22. Attached as Exhibit 19 is a true and correct copy of the excerpted Hearing 
Transcript in People by James v. Trump, No. 452564/2022 (Sup. Ct. N.Y. Cnty. Jan. 11, 2024). 

23. Attached as Exhibit 20 is a true and correct copy of the excerpted Trial Transcript 
in People by James v. Trump, No. 452564/2022 (Sup. Ct. N.Y. Cnty. Nov. 6, 2023). 

24. Attached as Exhibit 21 is a true and correct copy of defendant's social media post 
dated October 7, 2016. 

25. | Attached as Exhibit 22 is a true and correct copy of Megan Twohey & Michael 
Barbaro, Two Women Say Donald Trump Touched Them Inappropriately, N.Y. Times, Oct. 12, 
2016. 

26. Attached as Exhibit 23 is a true and correct copy of Natasha Stoynoff, Physically 
Attacked by Donald Trump—A PEOPLE Writer's Own Harrowing Story, People Magazine, Oct. 
12, 2016. 

27. | Attached as Exhibit 24 is a true and correct copy of defendant's social media posts 
dated October 15, 2016, October 16, 2016, and October 17, 2016. 

MEMORANDUM OF LAW 

Courts deciding whether to preclude or admit evidence must determine whether the evidence 
is relevant and, if so, whether it is admissible. People v. Primo, 96 N.Y.2d 351, 355 (2001). Evidence 
is relevant if it has any tendency to make a fact more or less probable than it would be without the 
evidence, and the fact is material to the determination of the action. People v. Lewis, 69 N.Y.2d 321, 
325 (1987). Irrelevant evidence is not admissible. See id. The court may exclude relevant evidence 
if its admission violates an exclusionary rule, People v. Alvino, 71 N.Y .2d 233, 241 (1987), or “if its 
probative value is outweighed by the prospect of trial delay, undue prejudice to the opposing party, 


confusing the issues or misleading the jury." Primo, 96 N.Y.2d at 355. 


The Court has authority to consider pretrial motions in limine seeking evidentiary rulings 


based on both “the inherent power of a trial court to admit or exclude evidence” and the court’s 


“inherent authority to manage the course of trials." People v. Michael M., 162 Misc. 2d 803, 806-07 


(Sup. Ct. Kings Cnty. 1994) (citing cases). Pretrial evidentiary rulings avoid the risk of presenting 


prejudicial, confusing, immaterial, or inadmissible evidence to the jury, see State v. Metz, 241 


A.D.2d 192, 198 (1st Dep't 1998), and minimize delay and disruption during trial, see Gallegos v. 


Elite Model Mgmt. Corp., 195 Misc. 2d 223, 226-27 (Sup. Ct. N.Y. Cnty. 2003). 


For the reasons that follow, the People respectfully request that the Court grant the People's 


motions in limine to: 


l. 


preclude defendant's proposed testimony from Bradley A. Smith regarding federal 
campaign finance law; 

preclude the presentation of argument or introduction of evidence that the Federal 
Election Commission dismissed complaints alleging, or cleared defendant of, 
federal campaign finance violations; 

preclude the presentation of argument or introduction of evidence regarding any 
purported decision by the United States Department of Justice not to charge 
defendant with campaign finance violations; 

preclude the presentation of argument or introduction of evidence regarding 
defendant's claims of selective prosecution or government misconduct; 

preclude the presentation of argument or introduction of evidence regarding federal 
prosecutors’ purported views of Michael Cohen's credibility; 

preclude argument regarding any alleged reliance on advice of counsel unless and 


until defendant establishes a sufficient factual predicate for that defense; 


7. preclude evidence or argument regarding legal defenses the Court has already 


rejected; and 


8. permit the introduction of potential Molineux evidence. 
I. Motion to exclude witness testimony or argument regarding federal election laws. 
A. Introduction. 


Defendant intends to proffer witness testimony at trial from Bradley A. Smith about 
“industry norms, regulations, and practices” regarding “federal election laws,” including campaign 
finance law. Ex. 1. The Court should exclude Mr. Smith’s testimony because conclusions of law 
are not proper expert testimony; because his proposed testimony is irrelevant; and because the 
proposed testimony would improperly mislead and confuse the jury. Two different federal courts 
have precluded Mr. Smith’s proposed testimony on campaign finance law in separate criminal 
prosecutions, and his testimony is just as improper here. See United States v. Bankman-Fried, No. 
22-cr-673 (LAK), 2023 WL 6162865, at *3 (S.D.N.Y. Sept. 21, 2023); United States v. Suarez, 
No. 5:13-cr-420, slip op. at 1-2 (N.D. Ohio June 24, 2014) (Ex. 2). 

B. Background. 

On January 22, 2024, defendant disclosed his intent to call Bradley A. Smith, a law 
professor and former member of the Federal Election Commission, as a witness at trial. See Ex. 1. 
Defendant styled this disclosure as a “Witness Disclosure (Background / Non-Expert Testimony),” 
and stated that Mr. Smith may be called as a witness “to testify about background information 
regarding federal election laws.” /d. 

Defendant’s disclosure states that “Mr. Smith’s knowledge, skill, experience, training, and 
education are well beyond the ordinary lay person regarding federal election law, campaign 


finance law, and voting rights issues,” but asserts that “Mr. Smith is not being called as an ‘expert’ 


because the defense will not ask him to give an opinion but instead will call him to testify about 
industry norms, regulations, and practices.” /d. 

The signed engagement letter between Mr. Smith and defense counsel for this matter 
describes the “Scope of Engagement” as follows: 


Blanche Law is engaging me to provide, as requested, expert consultation 
in connection with litigation in the above-referenced matter, to provide 
required written reports to the court, and to provide expert testimony as 
necessary in both pre-trial and trial stages. If requested or approved by 
Blanche Law, I may also engage in commentary with media organizations 
covering the matter as part of this engagement. My services are requested 
for commentary on laws and regulations pertaining to campaign finance law 
and common campaign practices, and in particular to federal campaign 
finance law pursuant the [sic] Federal Election Campaign Act, 52 U.S.C. 
§ 30301 [sic] et seq., and regulations issued thereunder, and to historical 
background on enforcement. The work may, as necessary, include 
additional research. 


Ex. 3 at 1. Defendant is paying Mr. Smith $1,200 per hour for this engagement.' Id. 
C. Argument. 


1. Defendant’s disclosure is properly considered a proffer of expert 
witness testimony, not lay witness testimony. 


As an initial matter, the Court should treat Mr. Smith’s proposed testimony as expert 
testimony, not lay testimony. 
Defendant has proffered Mr. Smith’s testimony on four broad topics: 


e “That federal campaign finance laws provide (1) that a candidate cannot use campaign 
funds for personal expenses, (2) that if an expense does not ‘arise out’ of a campaign, it 
cannot be paid for using campaign funds, even if the expense would have an impact on the 
campaign, and (3) that an expenditure made by a candidate, or by a third-party on his 
behalf, must be reported as a campaign contribution only if it is a campaign contribution 
but not if it is a personal expenditure,” Ex. 1 at 2; 


' Defendant’s retention of a witness to “engage in commentary with media organizations covering 
the matter" at a rate of $1,200 per hour, Ex. 3 at 1, raises separate concerns about potential efforts 
by defendant to taint the jury pool or otherwise prejudice these proceedings. 


e “That at the time that Mr. Cohen made the payment to Stormy Daniels, there had never 
been a case in which someone was convicted of violating federal campaign finance laws 
by making a ‘hush payment’ to an alleged girlfriend or former lover (either directly or 
through a third party) using non-campaign funds, and that there had never been any finding 
by the Federal Election Commission that such conduct violates federal campaign finance 
law," id.; 

e “That the federal prosecution of former U.S. Senator and vice-presidential nominee John 
Edwards is the one public case in which a ‘hush payment’ theory has been alleged. Further, 
that in that case, the federal charges—including those based on purported federal campaign 
finance law violations—were either rejected by the jury or dismissed by the government.” 
Id.; and 

e “That the Edwards prosecution was heavily criticized and resulted in a wide consensus, 
among the public, media, and legal scholars, that the conduct alleged did not violate federal 
campaign finance laws.” Id. 

On its face, this proposed testimony relates exclusively to the interpretation and application of 
federal campaign finance law, rather than any factual issues relevant to this case. The proposed 
topics call for opinion testimony by a specialist; Mr. Smith is not a percipient witness as to any 
event or conduct at issue in this prosecution. 

Defendant's witness disclosure asserts that “Mr. Smith is not being called as an ‘expert’ 
because the defense will not ask him to give an opinion but instead will call him to testify about 
industry norms, regulations, and practices.” Ex. 1. But testimony about campaign finance law from 
a law professor whom defendant himself describes as having “knowledge, skill, experience, 
training, and education” in that specialized field “well beyond the ordinary lay person,” Ex. 1, is 
the very definition of expert opinion testimony. See Guide to N.Y. Evid. rule 7.01(1)(a), Opinion 
of Expert Witness. That defendant describes Mr. Smith’s proposed testimony as relating to 
“industry norms, regulations, and practices” does not change this conclusion, because of course 
the relevant norms, regulations, and practices he is describing are all governed by federal law and 


regulations. And in any event, testimony regarding “industry norms” in any specialized field is 


generally treated as expert opinion testimony under New York law. See, e.g., Prince, Richardson 


on Evidence § 7-307 (noting that “standards within an industry” is the subject matter of expert 
testimony) (citing, e.g., Lugo v. LJN Toys, 75 N.Y .2d 850, 852 (1990)); see also Regan v. Eight 
Twenty Fifth Corp., 287 N.Y. 179, 182 (1941); French v. Ehrenfeld, 180 A.D.2d 895, 896 (3d 
Dep’t 1992); Bailey v. Baker’s Air Force Gas Corp., 50 A.D.2d 129, 132 (3d Dep’t 1975); Berman 
v. H.J. Enters., Inc., 13 A.D.2d 199, 201 (1st Dep't 1961). 

Indeed, the engagement letter between Mr. Smith and defense counsel in this case shows 
that he was retained at a $1,200-per-hour rate “as an expert consultant and witness" to provide 
"expert testimony as necessary in both pre-trial and trial stages" of this prosecution. Ex. 3. Where 
defendant retained a law professor and agreed to pay him $1,200 an hour to serve “as an expert 
consultant and witness" by providing "expert testimony" about his interpretation of campaign 
finance law (Ex. 3), on the basis of “knowledge, skill, experience, training, and education" that are 
“well beyond the ordinary lay person" (Ex. 1), the Court should reject defendant's claim that the 
witness is “not being called as an ‘expert.’”? Id. 


2. Mr. Smith's proposed testimony should be excluded in full because 
expert testimony as to a legal conclusion is impermissible. 


The Court should preclude Mr. Smith's proffered testimony because defendant seeks to 
call him to testify about conclusions of law, and testimony regarding conclusions of law is 
impermissible. Just a few months ago, Judge Kaplan in the Southern District of New York 
precluded Mr. Smith's proposed testimony for the defendant regarding the application of federal 


campaign finance law to the government's prosecution of Sam Bankman-Fried on the ground that, 


? For the reasons described below, Mr. Smith's improper testimony should be excluded in full. If 
his testimony is not precluded entirely, however, the Court should still conclude that he is an expert 
witness and should direct defendant to comply immediately and fully with all discovery obligations 
under CPL § 245.20(1)(f). Defendant should not be permitted to evade or delay reciprocal 
discovery by retaining a law professor “as an expert consultant and witness," Ex. 3, but then 
claiming that “he is not being called as an ‘expert.’” Ex. 1. 


among other reasons, “Mr. Smith’s testimony is improper because he seeks to instruct the jury on 
issues of law.” Bankman-Fried, 2023 WL 6162865, at *3. This Court should do the same. 

Expert testimony is permitted where the Court determines that scientific, technical, 
medical, or other specialized knowledge is necessary to “help the finder of fact to understand the 
evidence or determine a fact in issue.” Guide to N.Y. Evid. rule 7.01(1)(b), Opinion of Expert 
Witness; see People v. Inoa, 25 N.Y.3d 466, 472 (2015); People v. Cronin, 60 N.Y.2d 430, 432- 
33 (1983). But “[e]xpert opinion as to a legal conclusion is impermissible.” Colon v. Rent-A- 
Center, Inc., 276 A.D.2d 58, 61 (Ist Dep't 2000) (citing Marx & Co., Inc. v. Diners’ Club Inc., 
550 F.2d 505, 508-12 (2d Cir. 1977)); see also Russo v. Feder, Kaszovitz, Isaacson, Weber, Skala 
& Bass, LLP, 301 A.D.2d 63, 68-69 (1st Dep't 2002) (“An expert may not be utilized to offer 
opinion as to the legal standards which he believes should have governed a party's conduct."); 
People v. Kirsh, 176 A.D.2d 652, 653 (1st Dep't 1991) (trial court properly denied defendant's 
application to call an expert who would have offered opinion as to a legal defense), /eave denied, 
79 N.Y.2d 949 (1992); People v. Johnson, 76 A.D.2d 983, 984 (3d Dep't 1980) (same). Indeed, 
"[t]he rule prohibiting experts from providing their legal opinions or conclusions is ‘so well- 
established that it is often deemed a basic premise or assumption of evidence law—a kind of 
axiomatic principle." In re Initial Pub. Offering Sec. Litig., 174 F. Supp. 2d 61, 64 (S.D.N.Y. 
2001) (quoting Tomas Baker, The Impropriety of Expert Witness Testimony on the Law, 40 U. 
Kan. L. Rev. 325, 352 (1992)). 

Expert testimony as to a legal conclusion is properly excluded because it does not “help 
the finder of fact to . . . determine a fact in issue," Guide to N.Y. Evid. rule 7.01(1)(b), and instead 
improperly infringes on the Court's role. “Each courtroom comes equipped with a ‘legal expert,’ 


called a judge, and it is his or her province alone to instruct the jury on the relevant legal standards." 


10 


Burkhart v. Wash. Metro. Area Transit Auth., 112 F.3d 1207, 1213 (D.C. Cir. 1997) (trial court 
erred in admitting expert testimony that “consisted of impermissible legal conclusions rather than 
permissible factual opinions”). Courts routinely and properly exclude testimony that purports to 
explain the law to the jury. See United States v. Stewart, 433 F.3d 273, 311-12 (2d Cir. 2006) (trial 
court properly excluded defense expert testimony regarding legal principles because “[c]learly, an 
opinion that purports to explain the law to the jury trespasses on the trial judge's exclusive 
territory”); Kirsh, 176 A.D.2d at 653 (“Any instructions... as to a legal defense lay within the 
responsibility of the court"); Johnson, 76 A.D.2d at 984 (trial court properly excluded defense 
expert because “the proposed expert testimony involved interpretation and application of the 
Social Services Law and pertinent regulations and such was within the sole province of the court"). 

This Court had occasion to apply this principle very recently in connection with the 
proffered testimony of a defense expert in the Trump Corporation prosecution, during which the 
Court repeatedly noted that “this Court will not permit this trial to become a referendum on the 
Internal Revenue Code or a master class on taxation. The evidence at trial will be limited to what 
is relevant and necessary for the finders of fact to perform their duties — and nothing more." 
Decision & Order 3, People v. The Trump Corporation, Ind. No. 1473/2021 (Sup. Ct. N.Y. Cnty. 
Jan. 5, 2022) (Ex. 4); see also Hearing Tr. 33, People v. The Trump Corporation, Ind. No. 
1473/2021 (Sup. Ct. N.Y. Cnty. Oct. 20, 2022) ("[A]s I said a long time ago, this trial is not going 
to turn into a master class on taxation, and I'm certainly not going to permit the jury to become 
confused by irrelevant 1ssues.") (Ex. 5). 

As noted in Part I.C.1 above, each of the four topics of Mr. Smith's proposed testimony 
relates exclusively to the interpretation and application of federal campaign finance law. Ex. 1. 


Testimony purporting to explain how campaign finance law applies to the election interference 
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scheme at issue in this prosecution would run afoul of the axiomatic principle that “[e]xpert 
opinion as to a legal conclusion is impermissible.”? Colon, 276 A.D.2d at 61. Indeed, as noted 
above, a federal court very recently precluded Mr. Smith from testifying for the defense in a 
criminal trial—on topics much like those he proposes to testify about here—on the ground that his 
proffered testimony improperly sought to instruct the jury on the law.* See Bankman-Fried, 2023 
WL 6162865, at *3. Mr. Smith’s effort to instruct the jury on campaign finance law should get no 
more purchase in this case than it did before Judge Kaplan in the Southern District of New York. 
The Court should preclude Mr. Smith’s proposed testimony here on the ground that it is improper 
legal instruction. See id.; Russo, 301 A.D.2d at 68-69; Colon, 276 A.D.2d at 61; Kirsh, 176 A.D.2d 
at 653; Johnson, 76 A.D.2d at 984. 


3. Mr. Smith's proposed testimony should be excluded in full because it is 
irrelevant. 


Mr. Smith's proposed testimony should be excluded on the entirely separate ground that it 
is irrelevant. Indeed, Mr. Smith was prohibited from testifying in a different federal criminal 
prosecution where the trial court held that Mr. Smith's views regarding federal campaign finance 
law were irrelevant to the defendants' own state of mind in that case. See United States v. Suarez, 
No. 5:13-cr-420, slip op. at 1-2 (N.D. Ohio June 24, 2014) (Ex. 2). Mr. Smith's testimony is just 


as irrelevant here. 


? To the extent the Court treats Mr. Smith as a lay witness and not an expert witness, his testimony 
should still be excluded. The same reasons that bar expert testimony about legal matters also extend 
to lay testimony, including that it is the trial judge's exclusive role to instruct the jury on the law. 


^ Mr. Smith's expert witness disclosure in the Bankman-Fried prosecution is appended as Ex. 6 
for comparison to his disclosure here. As in this case, Mr. Smith sought to testify regarding Federal 
Election Commission “rules and decisions governing the application and interpretation” of specific 
sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act, Ex. 6 at 2; as well as purportedly “[c]ommon, 
established, and well-known practices" for certain kinds of campaign contributions, Ex. 6 at 3. 
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Defendant is charged with thirty-four felonies for falsifying business records with the intent 
to commit, aid, or conceal the commission of another crime, in violation of Penal Law § 175.10. 
As pertinent here, the People may allege at trial that among the crimes defendant intended to 
commit, aid, or conceal are violations of the Federal Election Campaign Act (“FECA”). On that 
issue, the relevant question for the finder of fact is what defendant intended when he falsely 
described the reimbursements to Cohen for the Stormy Daniels payoffs as payments for legal 
services pursuant to a retainer agreement; and whether his intent in doing so included concealing 
Cohen's criminal violation of federal campaign finance law in connection with that payoff. Mr. 
Smith does not purport to have any direct evidence of defendant's state of mind. His proposed 
testimony about what unspecified others might have thought about the facts of a different case is 
thus irrelevant to the jury's factual findings regarding defendant's fraudulent intent here. 

Mr. Smith's own proposed—and excluded—testimony in yet another criminal case again 
provides support for the exclusion of his testimony here. In United States v. Suarez, the defendant 
sought to introduce expert testimony from Mr. Smith to testify that “federal campaign laws are 
confusing to individuals who lack formal training,” that “people often misunderstand the campaign 
laws," and that “it is reasonable for individuals to believe that the law allows ‘straw man’ 
donations." Suarez, slip op. at 1-2 (Ex. 2). The court held that “the expert testimony offered by 
Smith is inadmissible because it is not relevant." As the court explained: 

[W]hether the laws are commonly misunderstood does not weigh on 
whether defendants in this case intended to violate the campaign finance 
laws. What other individuals who may have contacted Smith knew or 


thought simply has no bearing on what defendants knew or thought. 
Because the evidence is not relevant, it will not be admitted. 


Id. at 3. The exact same reasoning applies here. Mr. Smith proposes to testify that some among 
"the public, media, and legal scholars" thought the conduct alleged in the United States v. Edwards 


prosecution did not violate federal campaign finance laws; and the import of Mr. Smith's proposed 


13 


testimony on the other topics in his disclosure is that federal campaign finance law does not clearly 
criminalize some personal expenditures on other facts. Ex. 1. But the only relevant question in this 
case is whether—after Cohen made an illegal campaign contribution to defendant by paying 
$130,000 to Stormy Daniels to silence her on the eve of a presidential election—defendant 
intended to conceal that crime by falsely describing his reimbursements to Cohen as payments for 
legal services pursuant to a retainer. Mr. Smith’s proposed testimony about industry norms, or 
about what other people might have thought the law would criminalize on other facts, “does not 
weigh on whether defendant[] in this case intended to violate [or conceal violations of] the 
campaign finance laws."? Suarez, slip op. at 3 (Ex. 2). 

This Court reached the same conclusion as to the defense's proffered expert in the Trump 
Corporation prosecution, holding that the defendants were prohibited from offering expert 
testimony regarding what “any of the high managerial agents intended” because “He’s an expert. 
He was not there. He did not speak to them. He cannot read their minds. He does not know what 
their intent was.” See Hearing Tr. 14, People v. The Trump Corporation, Ind. No. 1473/2021 (Sup. 
Ct. N.Y. Cnty. Oct. 21, 2022) (Ex. 7). The same reasoning applies here, and the Court should 
exclude Mr. Smith’s testimony in full as irrelevant. 

4. Mr. Smith’s proposed testimony about whether the Stormy Daniels 
payoff violated federal campaign finance law should be excluded 
because it would mislead and confuse the jury. 

If the Court does not exclude Mr. Smith’s proposed testimony in full for the reasons 


identified above, the Court should exclude his proposed testimony regarding whether the conduct 


? And to the extent Mr. Smith did plan to testify regarding his speculative views of defendant's 
potential intent based on what Mr. Smith thinks others thought of the Edwards prosecution, that 
too would be wholly inadmissible and improper; it is settled law that an expert may not testify as 
to a defendant’s intent. See People v. Kincey, 168 A.D.2d 231, 232 (1st Dep’t 1990) (“It was highly 
improper and prejudicial to allow [an expert] to testify concerning the defendant’s intent’’). 
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[ 


involved in Cohen’s payoff to Stormy Daniels “violates federal campaign finance law"—the 
second topic in Mr. Smith's witness disclosure, see Ex. 1—because it would mislead and confuse 
the jury. 

Michael Cohen pleaded guilty to and was convicted of two criminal counts of violating 
FECA in connection with the Karen McDougal and Stormy Daniels payoffs. See Judgment of 
Conviction, United States v. Cohen, No. 18-cr-602 (S.D.N.Y. Dec. 12, 2018) (the “Cohen 
Judgment") (Ex. 8). In connection with the Daniels payment in particular, Cohen was charged with 
and pleaded guilty to the offense of making an excessive campaign contribution in violation of 52 
U.S.C. $88 30116(a)(1)(A) and 30116(a)(7). See Information 4] 24-44, United States v. Cohen, No. 
18-cr-602 (S.D.N.Y. Aug. 21, 2018) (Ex. 9); Hearing Tr. 23-24, 27-28, United States v. Cohen, 
No. 18-cr-602 (S.D.N.Y. Aug. 21, 2018) (the “Cohen Hearing Tr.") (Ex. 10). The federal district 
court had an independent obligation to “assure itself . . . that the conduct to which the defendant 
admits is in fact an offense under the statutory provision under which he is pleading guilty." United 
States v. Culbertson, 670 F.3d 183, 191 (2d Cir. 2012). Mindful ofthat obligation, the district court 
accepted Cohen's guilty plea and adjudged Cohen guilty: “[B]ecause I find your plea is entered 
knowingly and voluntarily and is supported by an independent basis in fact containing each of the 
essential elements of the crimes, I accept your guilty plea and adjudge you guilty of the eight 
offenses to which you have just pleaded as charged in the information." Cohen Hearing Tr. 28 (Ex. 
10); see also Cohen Judgment (Ex. 8). 

Mr. Smith's proposed testimony—that “at the time Mr. Cohen made the payment to Stormy 
Daniels, there had never been a case in which someone was convicted of violating federal 
campaign finance laws by making a *hush payment' to an alleged girlfriend or former lover (either 


indirectly or through a third party) using non-campaign funds," Ex. 1—appears intended to suggest 
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to the jury that the Daniels payoff was not a crime. But it was, in fact, a crime: a federal judge 
concluded that the conduct to which Cohen admitted “is in fact an offense” under FECA. 
Culbertson, 670 F.3d 183, 191 (2d Cir. 2012); and Cohen went to prison for it. See Cohen 
Judgment (Ex. 8). Expert testimony purporting to show that such conduct did not “violate[] federal 
campaign finance law” would therefore mislead the jury and should be excluded. See, e.g., People 
v. Corby, 6 N.Y.3d 231, 234 (2005); People v. Davis, 43 N.Y.2d 17, 27 (1977). 

S. Mr. Smith's proposed testimony about the United States v. Edwards 
prosecution should be excluded because it would mislead and confuse 
the jury. 

Finally, and if the Court does not exclude Mr. Smith's proposed testimony in full for the 
reasons identified above, the Court should exclude the witness's proposed testimony regarding the 
United States v. Edwards prosecution—the third and fourth topics in Mr. Smith's witness 
disclosure, see Ex. 1—because it would mislead and confuse the jury. 

The United States indicted former Senator and presidential candidate John Edwards in 
2011 on four counts of acceptance and receipt of illegal campaign contributions in violation of 
FECA, 52 U.S.C. $8 30116(a)(1)(A), 30116(f), 30109(d)(1)(A)(1). The indictment alleged that 
while running for President in 2007 and 2008, Edwards was engaged in an extramarital affair with 
a woman that resulted in her pregnancy. He allegedly sought to conceal the affair and pregnancy 
from the public out of concern that public disclosure would undermine his campaign. Edwards and 
a campaign staffer solicited money from several friends and campaign donors of Edwards, which 
was then sent to the woman to cover living expenses and medical care for the purpose of keeping 
her from disclosing the affair and pregnancy during the campaign. The government alleged that 
those donations were illegal contributions, and that Edwards was aware they were illegal 


contributions and intentionally violated the law by accepting and failing to disclose them. See 
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generally Government’s Resp. to Def.’s Mot. to Dismiss 2-6, United States v. Edwards, No. 1:11- 
cr-161-1 (M.D.N.C. Sept. 26, 2011), ECF No. 59. 

Edwards moved to dismiss the indictment on the ground that he was motivated by non- 
campaign-related, purely personal reasons to conceal the relationship, and that payments to 
conceal an affair for personal reasons do not become unlawfully campaign-related just because 
disclosure of the affair might also have the effect of damaging his candidacy for office. The 
government argued that under FECA and the Federal Election Commission’s implementing 
regulations, third-party payments of expenses for a candidate’s personal use are campaign 
contributions—and thus subject to FECA’s donation limits and disclosure requirements—“unless 
the payment would have been made irrespective of the candidacy.” /d. at 10 (quoting 11 C.F.R. 
§ 113.1(g)(6)). 

The district court denied the motion to dismiss without prejudice to it being raised after the 
close of the government’s evidence at trial. See Hearing Tr. 4-5, United States v. Edwards, No. 
1:11-cr-161-1 (M.D.N.C. Oct. 27, 2011), ECF No. 108. The defense moved again after the close 
of the government’s case, and the court again denied the motion. See Trial Tr. 97, United States v. 
Edwards, No. 1:11-cr-161-1 (M.D.N.C. May 11, 2012), ECF No. 303. The court ultimately 
provided the following jury instructions (in relevant part): “The government does not have to prove 
that the sole or only purpose of the money was to influence the election. People rarely act with a 
single purpose in mind. . . . If you find beyond a reasonable doubt that one of her purposes was to 
influence an election, then that would be sufficient.” See Final Jury Instructions 8-9, United States 
v. Edwards, No. 1:11-cr-161-1 (M.D.N.C. May 18, 2012), ECF No. 288. The jury then acquitted 


Edwards on the charges. 
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Thus, in the Edwards prosecution, the government’s case was lost not on the legal 
sufficiency of the allegations but on the jury’s factual findings at trial. And that jury verdict of 
acquittal has no legal import here. Apart from double jeopardy protection for the specific defendant 
in a given case, a jury acquittal does not establish legal precedent—it may reflect mistake, 
compromise, or lenity, see United States v. Powell, 469 U.S. 57, 65 (1984); and is in any event not 
a holding as to the law. The only conceivably relevant legal determinations from the Edwards case 
are the denials of the defendant’s motions to dismiss and the trial court’s jury instruction quoted 
above—all of which support the People here, and which Mr. Smith’s proposed testimony 
conspicuously fails to address. 

Here, the People intend to present evidence at trial showing that the Stormy Daniels payoff 
(and the other underlying federal campaign finance violations) were not purely personal; and that 
instead, at least one of the purposes of the entire hush money scheme was to influence the 2016 
presidential election. Because testimony from Mr. Smith explaining that former Senator Edwards 
was acquitted at trial does not illuminate whether the payoff scheme here was intended in part to 
influence defendant’s candidacy for the 2016 election, its admission could only mislead and 
confuse the jury. See Corby, 6 N.Y .3d at 234-35; Primo, 96 N.Y.2d at 356-57. The jury’s factual 
findings about former Senator Edwards’s motives following the presentation of evidence in that 
trial do not bear on defendant’s motives here. And as noted, Mr. Smith’s proposed testimony makes 
clear that he has nothing to say on the factual issue that was the dispositive factor in Edwards— 
namely, what was defendant's intent when he falsified the reimbursements to Cohen. Mr. Smith's 
testimony regarding the outcome of the Edwards trial should thus be excluded as misleading and 


confusing. 
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II. Motion to exclude evidence or argument regarding the Federal Election 
Commission's dismissal of complaints against defendant. 


A. Introduction. 

The Federal Election Commission (“FEC”) received a number of administrative 
complaints against defendant in connection with the hush money payoffs at issue in this 
prosecution and dismissed those complaints without investigation after the Commissioners 
deadlocked on tie votes regarding whether or not to proceed. Defendant has asserted in public 
statements and may seek to argue at trial that this prosecution is unwarranted because of those 
dismissals. See Ex. 11.5 The Court should exclude any evidence or argument at trial regarding 
dismissal of the FEC complaints against defendant because those dismissals are not relevant to the 
determination of any legal question or fact in issue in this prosecution, and because evidence or 
argument regarding those dismissals would confuse and mislead the jury. 

B. Background. 

The FEC received and considered multiple complaints that defendant and others violated 


FECA in connection with the payoff scheme involving Daniels, McDougal, and Sajudin.’ See 11 


ê E.g., Ex. 11 at 1 (claiming that “[t]he FEC dopped the ‘Horseface’ Daniels Fake Witch Hunt, 
because they found no evidence of problems."); Ex. 11 at 3 (claiming that “[e]very Prosecutor, 
and the FEC, who looked at it, took a pass.”). 


7 The FEC's compliance procedures are codified at 11 C.F.R. part 111. Under those procedures, 
"[a]ny person who believes that a violation of’ FECA has occurred “may file a complaint in writing 
with the General Counsel" of the FEC. 11 C.F.R. $ 111.4(a). The General Counsel reviews those 
complaints and makes a recommendation to the Commission “whether or not it should find reason 
to believe that a respondent has committed or is about to commit a violation of statutes or 
regulations over which the Commission has jurisdiction.” 11 C.F.R. $ 111.7(a). The 
Commissioners then vote on what is called a “reason to believe" finding, with an affirmative vote 
of four (out of six) Commissioners required to proceed to open an investigation. Jd. § 111.9(a). If 
four Commissioners vote in favor of a reason-to-believe finding, an investigation is conducted and 
subsequent steps in the compliance process follow (including, if warranted, a “probable cause to 
believe" recommendation and finding, conciliation attempts, and civil litigation). See id. 
$8 111.9(a), 111.10, 111.16—.19. Absent four votes at the reason-to-believe stage, no investigation 
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C.F.R. §§ 111.3(a), 111.4(a). As to defendant’s culpability in connection with the McDougal and 
Sajudin payoffs, the six members of the FEC split three-three on whether there was reason to 
believe that defendant knowingly and willfully accepted prohibited contributions, and because the 
votes of four out of six members are required for a reason-to-believe finding, see 11 C.F.R. 
§§ 111.9(a), 111.10(a), the Commission closed the complaints before any investigation was 
conducted. The three Commissioners who voted to dismiss did so not on the merits but instead as 
a matter of prosecutorial discretion, explaining that “[i]n choosing how to allocate the 
Commission’s limited enforcement resources, we opted against pursuing the long odds of a 
successful enforcement in these matters” against Trump, and “instead voted to dismiss as an 
exercise of prosecutorial discretion." Statement of Reasons of Vice Chair Allen Dickerson et al., 
In the Matter of Donald J. Trump for President, Inc., et al., Federal Election Comm'n Matter 
Under Review 7324, 7332, 7364, & 7366 (June 28, 2021) (Ex. 15). 

The FEC resolved the complaints regarding defendant’s involvement in the Daniels payoff 
in the same way. The FEC again stalemated (this time on a two-two vote among the four 
participating Commissioners) on the question whether there was reason to believe that defendant 
knowingly and willfully accepted excessive contributions from Cohen. See Certification, /n the 
Matter of Michael D. Cohen, et al., Federal Election Comm'n Matter Under Review 7313, 7319, 


& 7379 (Mar. 31, 2021) (Ex. 16); Letter from Lynn Y. Tran, Assistant General Counsel, Federal 


is conducted, and the FEC then generally “terminates its proceedings" and closes the matter. See 
id. § 111.9. 


8 See Certification, In the Matter of Donald J. Trump for President, Inc., et al., Federal Election 
Comm’n Matter Under Review 7324, 7332, 7364, & 7366 (Mar. 11, 2021) (Ex. 12); Letter from 
Lynn Y. Tran, Assistant General Counsel, Federal Election Commission, to E. Stewart Crosland 
(June 1, 2021) (Ex. 13); Statement of Reasons of Chair Shana M. Broussard & Commissioner 
Ellen L. Weintraub, In the Matter of Donald J. Trump for President, Inc., et al., Federal Election 
Comm'n Matter Under Review 7324, 7332, 7364, & 7366 (July 1, 2021) (Ex. 14). 
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Election Commission, to E. Stewart Crosland (Mar. 31, 2021) (Ex. 17); 11 C.F.R. § 111.9(a). The 
two Commissioners who voted to dismiss did so not on the merits but “as an exercise of 
prosecutorial discretion” because (1) the FEC faced an “extensive enforcement backlog”; (2) “a 
federal judge was sufficiently satisfied” that Cohen had explained the factual basis for his guilty 
plea to FECA violations “count by count, during his allocution”; and (3) Cohen had already “been 
punished by the government of the United States.” Statement of Reasons of Commissioners Sean 
J. Cooksey & James E. “Trey” Trainor III, /n the Matter of Michael Cohen, et al., Federal Election 
Comm'n Matter Under Review 7313, 7319, & 7379 (Apr. 26, 2021) (Ex. 18). Accordingly, the 
two Commissioners concluded that *pursuing these matters further was not the best use of agency 
resources." /d. The Commission then closed the complaints without investigation. 

C. Argument. 

The Court should exclude evidence or argument regarding the FEC’s dismissal of these 
complaints for three reasons. First, because the FEC dismissed the complaints against defendant 
at the reason-to-believe stage without any investigation after the Commissioners stalemated on tie 
votes regarding whether to proceed, defendant’s public claims that the FEC “found no evidence of 
problems,” Ex. 11, is based on demonstrably false and misleading premises about how the FEC 
conducts its enforcement matters. Argument or evidence purporting to show (falsely) that the FEC 
cleared defendant of FECA culpability would improperly confuse and mislead the jury and should 
be excluded. See Corby, 6 N.Y .3d at 234; Davis, 43 N.Y.2d at 27. 

Second, the fact of the FEC dismissals should be excluded because it is irrelevant. The 
FEC’s dismissal of administrative complaints against defendant without investigation does not 
make any fact regarding defendant’s intent to defraud—or any other element of the charged 
offenses—more or less probable, particularly where the Commissioners who voted to dismiss did 


so not on the merits but as an exercise of prosecutorial discretion. See Lewis, 69 N.Y.2d at 325. 
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Evidence or argument regarding the FEC’s dismissals should therefore be excluded as irrelevant. 
See People v. Greene, 16 A.D.3d 350, 350 (1st Dep't 2005); People v. Griffin, 173 A.D.2d 120, 
124-25 (4th Dep't 1991), aff'd, 80 N.Y.2d 723 (1993). 

Finally, even if the FEC dismissals did reflect some determination by that agency regarding 
whether defendant violated FECA—which they do not—the dismissals should be excluded for the 
separate reason that whether defendant himself committed another crime is not material to the 
jury’s determination of defendant’s intent to defraud, as this Court has repeatedly recognized in 
this case. See Decision & Order on Def.’s Omnibus Motions 12 (Feb. 15, 2024) (the “Trump 
Omnibus Decision"); Decision & Order on Mot. to Quash Def.’s Subpoena 10 (Dec. 18, 2023). 
Courts have upheld convictions under Penal Law § 175.10 even when the defendant was acquitted 
of the crimes that he intended to commit or conceal, so long as the evidence showed that, 
notwithstanding the acquittal, defendant falsified business records with the requisite general intent. 
See, e.g., People v. Holley, 198 A.D.3d 1351, 1351-52 (4th Dep’t 2021); People v. Houghtaling, 
79 A.D.3d 1155, 1157-58 (3d Dep’t 2010); People v. McCumiskey, 12 A.D.3d 1145, 1145-46 (4th 
Dep’t 2004). And there is no requirement that a defendant intend to conceal the commission of his 
own crime; instead, “a person can commit First Degree Falsifying Business Records by falsifying 
records with the intent to cover up a crime committed by somebody else." People v. Dove, 15 
Misc. 3d 1134(A), at *6 n.6 (Sup. Ct. Bronx Cnty. 2007) (citing People v. Smithtown Gen. Hosp., 
93 Misc. 2d 736, 736 (Sup. Ct. Suffolk Cnty. 1978)). The FEC dismissals of administrative 
complaints against defendant are thus not material to whether defendant acted with the requisite 
intent to conceal the commission of another crime. Evidence or argument regarding the FEC 


dismissals should be excluded. 
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III. Motion to exclude evidence or argument regarding any purported decision by the 
United States Department of Justice not to charge defendant with campaign finance 
violations. 

A. Introduction. 


Defendant has asserted in public statements and may seek to argue at trial that this 
prosecution is unwarranted because the United States Department of Justice did not indict him for 
federal campaign finance violations. See Ex. 11. The Court should exclude any evidence or 
argument regarding any purported decision by the Justice Department not to charge defendant with 
violating federal campaign finance law because it is irrelevant and would mislead the jury. 

B. Argument. 

Defendant has frequently claimed that the Justice Department previously examined his 
conduct and “found that I did nothing wrong.” Ex. 11. That defendant was not indicted by the federal 
government in connection with the election interference scheme at issue here is probative of 
literally nothing relevant to this prosecution. 

Defendant was the sitting President during the entire period that the federal government 
investigated the campaign finance violations to which Cohen pleaded guilty.? The Department of 
Justice “has long understood that a President is absolutely immune from arrest, indictment, and 
criminal prosecution while he remains in office." Brief for the United States as Amicus Curiae 
Supporting Petitioner at 11, 7rump v. Vance, 140 S. Ct. 2412 (2020) (No. 19-635). Thus, even 
assuming defendant was the target of a federal criminal investigation related to the campaign 


finance violations to which Cohen pleaded guilty, he could not have been indicted under the Justice 


? Cohen pleaded guilty to federal campaign finance violations in August 2018, see Cohen Hearing 
Tr. 23-24, 27-28 (Ex. 10); and the federal government concluded its investigation into whether 
other individuals may be criminally liable for that conduct in July 2019. See Government's Letter 
1 n.1, United States v. Cohen, No. 18-cr-602 (S.D.N.Y. July 18, 2019). 
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Department's longstanding approach. Cf. CREW v. U.S. Dep’t of Justice, 45 F.4th 963, 968 (D.C. 
Cir. 2022) (noting that “[i]n light of the sitting President's immunity from criminal prosecution, 
[Special Counsel] Mueller declined to determine whether President Trump's potentially 
obstructive conduct" in connection with the investigation into Russian interference in the 2016 
presidential election “constituted a crime"). 

Argument or evidence that defendant was not charged with campaign finance violations by 
the Justice Department would thus improperly confuse and mislead the jury and should be 
excluded. See Corby, 6 N.Y.3d at 234; Davis, 43 N.Y .2d at 27; see also, e.g., United States ex rel. 
Feldman v. van Gorp, No. 03 Civ. 8135 (WHP), 2010 WL 2911606, at *2-3 (S.D.N.Y. July 8, 
2010) (granting motion in limine to exclude evidence of the Justice Department's decision not to 
intervene in False Claims Act case as irrelevant, because “the government may have a host of 
reasons for not pursuing a claim" (quoting United States ex rel. Atkins v. McInteer, 470 F.3d 1350, 
1360 n.17 (11th Cir. 2006))). 

Such argument and evidence would also be irrelevant for the same reasons identified in 
Part II.C above: whether defendant himself violated FECA is not material to the jury’s 
determination of defendant's intent to defraud. Trump Omnibus Decision 12; see also People v. 
Taveras, 12 N.Y.3d 21, 27 (2009); People v. Thompson, 124 A.D.3d 448, 449 (1st Dep't 2015); 
Houghtaling, 79 A.D.3d at 1157-58; McCumiskey, 12 A.D.3d at 1145. 


IV. Motion to exclude evidence or argument regarding selective prosecution or 
government misconduct. 


A. Introduction. 
Defendant may seek to argue at trial that he has been singled out for prosecution based on 
impermissible considerations, and—relatedly—that the charges in the indictment are novel or 


unprecedented. Selective prosecution is not a valid trial defense, and the Court properly rejected 
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defendant's pretrial motion to dismiss on this basis. Trump Omnibus Decision 20-22. Because the 
presentation of evidence or argument purporting to show selective prosecution would risk 
confusing and misleading the jury and is not probative of defendant's guilt or innocence, the Court 
should exclude any evidence or argument regarding defendant's claim of selective prosecution, 
including argument that the prosecution is politically motivated or that the charges are novel or 
unusual. 

B. Argument. 

Defendant has repeatedly stated in court filings and public statements that this prosecution 
is based on impermissible motives and that he is being singled out for improper reasons. Defendant 
has also asserted in court filings and public statements that the charges in the indictment are 
“novel” or “unprecedented.” E.g., Def.’s Omnibus Mem. 29, 31. The Court should preclude 
defendant from presenting argument and introducing evidence of purported selective prosecution 
at trial because selective prosecution is not a valid trial defense, and because any selective 
prosecution argument at trial would serve no purpose other than to advance an improper jury 
nullification defense. 


1. Selective prosecution is not a valid trial defense. 


The Court of Appeals has emphasized that a defendant’s claim of selective prosecution is 
not a valid trial defense and is instead a constitutional claim for dismissal that should be addressed 
before trial. “[I]n our State, the claim of unequal protection is treated not as an affirmative defense 
to criminal prosecution or the imposition of a regulatory sanction but rather as a motion to dismiss 
or quash the official action.” Matter of 303 W. 42nd St. Corp. v. Klein, 46 N.Y .2d 686, 693 (1979) 
(citing People v. Goodman, 31 N.Y.2d 262, 268-69 (1972); People v. Utica Daw’s Drug Co., 16 
A.D.2d 12, 15-18 (4th Dep’t 1962)). That is because “[a] claim of discriminatory enforcement 


does not reach the issue of the guilt or innocence of the defendant.” Goodman, 31 N.Y.2d at 269; 
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see also Utica Daw's Drug Co., 16 A.D.2d at 15-16. Thus, “the claim of discriminatory 
enforcement should not be considered as an affirmative defense to the criminal charge, to be 
determined together with the issue of guilt by the trier of fact, but, rather, should be addressed to 
the court before trial as a motion to dismiss the prosecution upon constitutional grounds.” 
Goodman, 31 N.Y.2d at 268-69. 

Here, defendant moved to dismiss the indictment on the ground that he was singled out for 
prosecution for impermissible reasons, and sought discovery and an evidentiary hearing on that 
claim. The People opposed, and the Court denied defendant’s motion. See Trump Omnibus 
Decision 20-22. The presentation of any argument or evidence regarding defendant’s claims of 
selective prosecution at trial would be irrelevant to any fact the jury needs to decide, and would 
instead confuse and mislead the jury and needlessly prolong the trial. Indeed, the Court of Appeals 
has expressly recognized—in directing that claims of discriminatory enforcement “should be 
addressed to the court by a pretrial motion to dismiss"—that permitting the introduction at trial of 
argument or evidence on selective prosecution risks “delay or confusion at trial." Goodman, 31 
N.Y.2d at 269; see People v. Decker, 218 A.D.3d 1026, 1042 (3d Dep't 2023) (trial court properly 
precluded defendant from “exploring a collateral issue concerning any potential bias of the 
[Sheriff's Department], as the probative value of such evidence was outweighed by the danger that 
it could confuse or mislead the jury into deciding the case on issues beyond the evidence 
presented"). 


2. Argument regarding selective prosecution would improperly advance 
a jury nullification defense. 


Second, argument or evidence purporting to show selective prosecution should be excluded 
because it would serve no purpose other than to advance an improper jury nullification defense. 


As noted above, the Court of Appeals has long held that selective prosecution “does not reach the 
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issue of the guilt or innocence of the defendant,” Goodman, 31 N.Y.2d at 269; and this Court 
already considered and rejected defendant’s request for dismissal on the basis of claimed 
constitutional violations. See Trump Omnibus Decision 20-22. Presenting argument or evidence 
purporting to show that defendant was unfairly singled out for prosecution for political or other 
improper reasons would thus serve no purpose other than to urge the jury to acquit even if the facts 
establish each element of the charged offenses. But jury nullification “is not a legally sanctioned 
function of the jury.” People v. Goetz, 73 N.Y.2d 751, 752 (1998). 

The Court should thus preclude defendant from mounting “a ‘political’ defense ... and 
invit[ing] jury nullification by questioning the Government’s motives.” United States v. Rosado, 
728 F.2d 89, 93 (2d Cir. 1984) (claims by the defendants that they were victims of political 
persecution were “matters far beyond the scope of legitimate issues in a criminal trial"); see United 
States v. Regan, 103 F.3d 1072, 1081 (2d Cir. 1997) (affirming district court’s decision to preclude 
defendant from “introducing evidence at trial that the grand jury investigation was illegitimate,” 
because “requir[ing] juries in perjury cases to evaluate the government’s motives for bringing 
particular investigations . . . would add a new element to the crime"); see also Decker, 218 A.D.3d 
at 1042. 

3. The Court should make clear that any holding that precludes argument 
regarding selective prosecution includes all versions of this claim that 
defendant has advanced in his frequent public comments on this case. 

The Court should specify that any holding that precludes defendant from presenting 
argument and evidence of selective prosecution includes, but is not limited to, the following claims 
that defendant has advanced in his frequent public comments on this case. 

1. Argument or evidence purporting to show that the indictment is novel, unusual, or 
unprecedented should be precluded because it would be irrelevant and would “improperly invite[] 


the jury to make legal determinations," which are "the exclusive province of the court." United 
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States v. Stewart, No. 03-cr-717 (MGC), 2004 WL 113506, at *1-2 (S.D.N.Y. Jan. 26, 2004) 
(granting motion in limine to preclude defendants from arguing that one of the counts in the 
indictment was “novel” or was “an unusual or unprecedented application of the securities laws"); 
see United States v. Navarro, 651 F. Supp. 3d 212, 242 (D.D.C. 2023) (granting the government’s 
motion in limine to exclude argument that the charges in that case were “infrequent” or 
“unprecedented,” because those arguments “simply repackage Defendant’s selective prosecution 
defense" and “are not relevant to any element of the charged offenses or any valid defense"); see 
also Hearing Tr. 38-39, People v. The Trump Corporation, Ind. No. 1473/2021 (Sup. Ct. N.Y. 
Cnty. Oct. 20, 2022) (granting the People's motion in limine and holding that “the defendants are 
precluded from remarking during jury selection and in their opening statements that the charges 
are novel, unusual, or unprecedented") (Ex. 5). 

2. Argument or evidence regarding former Special Assistant District Attorney Mark 
Pomerantz's purported views on this prosecution, as related in his book titled People vs. Donald 
Trump: An Inside Account, should be precluded because the selective prosecution claims defendant 
has cited that book to support were properly rejected in the Court's omnibus ruling, see Trump 
Omnibus Decision 21-22; and because any hearsay statements in that book are irrelevant to 
defendant's guilt or innocence in any event. 

3. Argument or evidence regarding defendant's claims regarding the length of the People's 
investigation, his allegation of unconstitutional preindictment delay, and the related claim that this 


prosecution was somehow timed to interfere with defendant's presidential campaign, !° should be 


10 See eg, Hearing Tr. 12 (Feb. 15, 2024) (Defense counsel: “[I]t is completely election 
interference to say, you are going to sit in this courtroom, in Manhattan, when there is no reason 
for it.”); Former President Trump on Hush Money Case, C-SPAN (Feb. 15, 2024), https://www.c- 
span.org/video/?533626-1/president-trump-hush-money-case (Defendant: “It’s an election 
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precluded because those assertions “simply repackage Defendant’s selective prosecution defense,” 
Navarro, 651 F. Supp. 3d at 242; and could “confuse or mislead the jury into deciding the case on 
issues beyond the evidence presented.” Decker, 218 A.D.3d at 1042; see also Trump Omnibus 
Decision 3-6 (rejecting defendant’s motion to dismiss based on the claim of unconstitutional pre- 
indictment delay). 

4. Argument or evidence referencing the purported motivations or personal and 
professional backgrounds of the District Attorney or counsel for the People in this case should be 
precluded because it does not support an affirmative defense to prosecution; does not reach the 
issue of defendant’s guilt or innocence; risks confusing and misleading the jury; and improperly 
invites jury nullification. See, e.g., Goodman, 31 N.Y.2d at 269; Decker, 218 A.D.3d at 1042; 
Rosado, 728 F.2d at 93. Evidence and argument regarding “the motivation and conduct" of counsel 
“are categorically irrelevant”; and “even if evidence of them had any slight relevance, it would be 
substantially outweighed by the capacity of such evidence and lawyer arguments to confuse the 
jury and create unfair prejudice.” Hart v. RCI Hospitality Holdings, Inc., 90 F. Supp. 3d 250, 271 
(S.D.N.Y. 2015) (granting motion in limine); see also United States v. Xiong, 262 F.3d 672, 675 
(7th Cir. 2001) (personal attacks on a party’s counsel are “reprehensible” and “detract from the 
dignity of judicial proceedings”). 

5. Argument, questions, or evidence regarding potential punishment or other consequences 


of these proceedings!! should be prohibited in front of the jury because it has no tendency to prove 


interference case. Nobody's ever seen anything like it in this country, it's a disgrace. ... They 
want to keep me nice and busy so I can’t campaign so hard."). 


!! See, e.g., Trial Tr. 3628:3-6, People by James v. Trump, No. 452564/2022 (Sup. Ct. N.Y. Cnty. 
Nov. 6, 2023) (Defendant: *And it is a shame what is going on. And we sit here all day, and it is 
election interference because you want to keep me in this courthouse all day long, and let's keep 
going.") (Ex. 20). 
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any material fact. See Lewis, 69 N.Y.2d at 325; see also Shannon v. United States, 512 U.S. 573, 
579 (1994) (“Information regarding the consequences of a verdict is . . . irrelevant to the jury’s 
task."); Navarro, 651 F. Supp. 3d at 242. Similarly, arguments or evidence that the charges in this 
case are not serious or should be considered misdemeanors, as defendant has frequently asserted 
in court filings and public statements, should likewise be precluded. Presenting argument or 
eliciting evidence regarding the claimed seriousness of the offense or the effect of these 
proceedings on defendant's outside commitments is also improper because it invites nullification 
and otherwise confuses the issues before the jury. See Navarro, 651 F. Supp. 3d at 242 (citing 
United States v. Wade, 962 F.3d 1004, 1012 (7th Cir. 2020)); People v. Douglas, 178 Misc. 2d 
918, 926-28 (Sup. Ct. Bronx Cnty. 1998). 

6. Argument or evidence regarding alleged bias or purported motivations of the Court and 
court staff should be precluded. Defendant prolifically attacks judges and court staff in his public 
comments, ? and impugned the motives of the court on repeated occasions in the courtroom during 


1.8 


court proceedings in the recent People by James v. Trump civil fraud trial." Any such argument 


here would be irrelevant and would improperly invite the jury to reach a verdict based on 


something other than the evidence at trial. Rosado, 728 F.2d at 93. 


12 See, e.g., People’s Mot. to Quash or for a Protective Order 3-4 (Nov. 9, 2023) (collecting 
statements); People’s Mot. for a Protective Order 2-3, 7-12 (Apr. 24, 2023) (same). 


13 See, e.g., Hearing Tr. 116, People by James v. Trump, No. 452564/2022 (Sup. Ct. N.Y. Cnty. 
Jan. 11, 2024) (Defendant to the Court: “You have your own agenda, I can certainly understand 
that. You can’t listen for more than one minute.") (Ex. 19); Trial Tr. 3510:9-10, People by James 
v. Trump, No. 452564/2022 (Sup. Ct. N.Y. Cnty. Nov. 6, 2023) (“This is a very unfair trial, very, 
very.”) (Ex. 20); id. at 3558:5-3559:13 (“I think it’s fraudulent, the [court’s] decision. I think it’s 
fraudulent. The fraud is on the Court, not on me. ... And how do you do that? How do you rule 
against somebody and call them a fraud, as the President of the United States, who did a great 
job. ... It's a terrible thing you did. You knew nothing about me. You believed this political hack 
back there, and that's unfortunate.” ) (Ex. 20); id. at 3628:7-8 (“And we have a very hostile Judge, 
extremely hostile Judge, and it is sad.) (Ex. 20). 
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V. Motion to exclude evidence or argument regarding the federal government's 
purported views of Michael Cohen's credibility. 


A. Introduction. 

Defendant may argue or seek to introduce evidence of the Justice Department's purported 
views regarding Michael Cohen's credibility, including claims that he has lied to or withheld 
evidence from federal investigators or prosecutors in the past. Although Cohen and other witnesses 
may be subject to appropriate cross-examination on topics that properly go to their believability— 
subject to the Court's case-by-case assessment that such cross-examination is not irrelevant, 
prejudicial, or confusing—a witness may not be impeached based on the federal government's 
claimed hearsay opinions regarding credibility or prior bad acts. The Court should thus exclude 
argument or evidence regarding the Justice Department's purported views of Cohen's credibility. 

B. Argument. 

In multiple filings before this Court, defendant has cited Justice Department filings in 
Cohen's federal criminal case as evidence that Cohen lied to, made material false statements, or 
declined to provide full information to federal investigators or prosecutors. See Def.'s Mem. Opp. 
People's Mot. to Quash 10 (Nov. 30, 2023) (citing the Justice Department's 2019 opposition to 
Cohen's motion to reduce his sentence); Def.'s Mot. to Reargue 4-5 (Jan. 17, 2024) (citing the 
Justice Department's 2023 opposition to Cohen's motion for termination of supervised release). 
And in cross-examining Cohen during the People by James v. Trump civil fraud trial several 
months ago, counsel for Trump offered into evidence the federal government's 2018 sentencing 
memo from the United States v. Cohen prosecution (without objection by the Attorney General), 
and cross-examined Cohen on assertions by the federal government in that memo (again without 
objection). See Trial Tr. 2284-87, People by James v. Trump, No. 452564/2022 (Sup. Ct. N.Y. 


Cnty. Oct. 24, 2023). Because those observations by federal prosecutors are inadmissible hearsay 
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and improper opinion evidence regarding credibility, the Court should exclude at this trial 
argument or evidence purporting to describe the federal government’s views of Cohen’s 
credibility. 

Hearsay is any out-of-court statement offered for its truth. People v. Buie, 86 N.Y.2d 501, 
505 (1995). Memoranda or pleadings from court files offered for their truth are routinely excluded 
as inadmissible hearsay. See, e.g., 2641 Concourse Co. v. City Univ. of New York, 147 A.D.2d 379, 
379 (1st Dep’t 1989), aff’g on op. below, 135 Misc. 2d 464, 465-66 (N.Y. Ct. Cl. 1987); Liberto v. 
Worcester Mut. Ins. Co., 87 A.D.2d 477, 478-79 (2d Dep't 1982); People v. Brann, 69 Misc. 3d 201, 
207 (Sup. Ct. N.Y. Cnty. 2020). Evidence or argument based on the federal government's legal 
memoranda purporting to establish as true that Cohen lied to investigators or prosecutors should 
thus be excluded as inadmissible hearsay. 

Evidence or argument regarding federal prosecutors’ views of Cohen should separately be 
excluded because it would be improper opinion evidence. Opinion evidence is inadmissible as a 
general rule. See Prince, Richardson on Evidence $ 7-101. Although there are exceptions to this 
general exclusion, see Guide to N.Y. Evid. rule 7.03(1) (Opinion of Lay Witness), opinion 
testimony regarding a witness's credibility is not among those exceptions because “[c]redibility is, 
as the cases have repeated and insisted from the dawn of the common law, a matter solely for the 
jury." People v. Williams, 6 N.Y.2d 18, 26 (1959). 

Finally, the admission of evidence during cross-examination that purports to reflect federal 
prosecutors’ views of Cohen's credibility as indicated in federal court filings would be an improper 
use of extrinsic evidence to challenge Cohen’s credibility. “The general rule is that a party may 


not introduce extrinsic evidence on a collateral matter solely to impeach credibility.” Alvino, 71 
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N.Y.2d at 248. The purposes of this rule are “judicial economy, to prevent needless multiplication 
of issues in a case, and to insure that the jury is not confused with irrelevant evidence.” Id. 


VI. Motion to preclude argument regarding any alleged reliance on advice of counsel 
unless and until defendant establishes a sufficient factual predicate at trial. 


A. Introduction. 

The People ask the Court to preclude improper argument, including in opening statements, 
regarding any alleged reliance on advice of counsel unless and until defendant establishes a 
sufficient factual predicate for the advice-of-counsel defense at trial. 

B. Argument. 

First, defendant has not shown the proper predicate for an advice-of-counsel defense. In 
order for any defendant to employ that defense, there must be "sufficient facts in the record" to 
establish that the defendant “honestly and in good faith sought the advice of counsel,” “fully and 
honestly laid all the facts before his counsel," and “in good faith and honestly followed counsel’s 
advice." United States v. Scully, 877 F.3d 464, 476 (2d Cir. 2017) (quoting United States v. 
Colasuonno, 697 F.3d 164, 181 (2d Cir. 2012)). There is no evidence that would support any of 
these facts. Defendant has identified Alan Garten, the Trump Organization's Chief Legal Officer, 
as a potential trial witness, but has not disclosed any statements from Mr. Garten pursuant to CPL 
§ 245.20(4) or any other documents or records pursuant to CPL § 245.20(1)(0); and there is no 
other evidence that would support an advice-of-counsel defense. ' 


[12 


Second, New York law is clear that defendant's “own testimony establishing reliance on 


counsel’s advice [is] a prerequisite to . . . the proposed defense of advice of counsel.” People v. 


14 The Court has directed defendant “to provide notice and disclosure of his intent to rely on the 
defense of advice-of-counsel by March 11, 2024, and to produce all discoverable statements and 
communications within his possession or control by the same date." Decision & Order Regarding 
Advice-of-Counsel Defense 6 (Feb. 7, 2024). 
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Lurie, 249 A.D.2d 119, 124 (1st Dep’t 1998), leave denied, 92 N.Y.2d 900 (1998), habeas denied 
sub nom. Lurie v. Wittner, 228 F.3d 113, 132-34 (2d Cir. 2000). Because defendant has no 
obligation to testify at trial—and because there is no way to confirm whether he will do so before 
he takes the stand—any argument that asserts reliance on an advice-of-counsel defense would be 
improper before defendant has met the necessary prerequisite through his own testimony. 
Because there is currently no factual predicate to assert the advice-of-counsel defense, the 
Court should preclude any argument at trial suggesting otherwise—including in defendant’s 
opening statement—until sufficient facts are established. See United States v. Lacey, No. CR-18- 
00422, 2023 WL 4746562, at *6-7 (D. Ariz. July 24, 2023) (holding that if evidence to support an 
advice-of-counsel defense has not been “disclosed or produced prior to opening statements, 
Defendants are precluded from making such early pronouncements,” because “[t]o permit 
Defendants to tell the jury” that they relied on the advice of counsel absent a sufficient factual 
predicate “would present irrelevant evidence, could be factually misleading, would result in jury 
confusion, and would prejudice the Government”); United States v. Charlemagne, No. 8:15-cr- 
462, 2016 WL 11678620, at *2-3 (M.D. Fla. Sept. 2, 2016) (granting government’s motion in 
limine to preclude reference to reliance on advice of counsel in opening statement, “without 
prejudice to Defendant’s right to assert a good faith reliance on counsel defense if and when a 
proper predicate is laid and the attorney-client privilege is expressly waived by Defendant’); 
United States v. King, No. 3:06-cr-212, 2006 WL 3490805, at *8 (M.D. Fla. Dec. 1, 2006) 
(describing oral order granting government’s motion in limine and ruling that “until Defendant 


could lay the proper predicate, Defendant could not argue that he relied on an attorney's advice"). 
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VII. Motion to exclude evidence or argument regarding legal defenses the Court has 
already rejected. 


The Court should exclude evidence or argument regarding legal defenses the Court has 
already rejected. 

The Court’s ruling on defendant’s omnibus motions rejected various legal defenses, 
holding (among other things) that the People did not unconstitutionally delay bringing charges, 
see Trump Omnibus Decision 3-6; that a federal offense is a valid object crime for charges of first- 
degree falsifying business records, id. at 13-14; that New York Election Law § 17-152 applies to 
the charged conduct and is not preempted, id. at 15-16; that this prosecution was not motivated by 
an improper purpose, id. at 20-22; that the charges are timely under the statute of limitations, id. 
at 22-23; and that there are no violations of grand jury secrecy that affected the integrity of these 
proceedings, id. at 27-28. 

Any argument or evidence that contradicts any of the Court’s prior orders in this case 
should be excluded because questions of law are for the Court to decide. See United States v. 
Gorham, 523 F.2d 1088, 1098 (D.C. Cir. 1975) (it is “the duty of the court to expound the law and 
that of the jury to apply the law as thus declared to the facts as ascertained by them" (quoting Sparf 
v. United States, 156 U.S. 51, 106 (1895))); Kirsh, 176 A.D.2d at 653. And the introduction of 
evidence or argument regarding issues foreclosed by the Court’s prior decisions would confuse the 
issues, mislead the jury, waste time, and cause undue delay. 

VIII. Motion to introduce potential Molineux evidence. 

The People respectfully request a pretrial ruling regarding the admissibility of three 

categories of potential Molineux evidence. See People v. Ventimiglia, 52 N.Y.2d 350, 362 (1981); 


People v. Molineux, 168 N.Y. 264 (1901). 
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First, the Court should permit the introduction of evidence regarding defendant’s prior bad 
acts that relate to or were committed in the course of the underlying conspiracy to promote his 
election. This evidence is not Molineux evidence at all but is instead part of the res gestae of 
defendant’s criminal conduct. To the extent the Court analyzes it under the Molineux doctrine, it is 
clearly admissible because it is highly relevant to material, non-propensity issues regarding 
defendant’s intent to defraud. 

Second, the Court should permit the introduction of evidence regarding (a) the Access 
Hollywood Tape, and (b) public allegations of sexual assault that followed the release of the Access 
Hollywood Tape in the fall of 2016. This evidence is probative of defendant’s motive and intent, and 
provides necessary background and context to explain defendant’s conduct to the jury. 

Third, the Court should permit the introduction of evidence regarding defendant’s prior bad 
acts that involve efforts to dissuade witnesses from cooperating with law enforcement—including 
through pressure campaigns, public harassment, and retaliation—because such evidence shows 
defendant’s consciousness of guilt and corroborates his intent. 

A. Legal standard. 

Under the Molineux rule, “evidence of uncharged crimes is inadmissible where its only 
relevance is to show defendant’s bad character or criminal propensity,” because of the concern that 
the jury will convict defendant based on his criminal predisposition rather than his involvement in 
the charged misconduct. People v. Agina, 18 N.Y .3d 600, 603 (2012) (emphasis added). By contrast, 
“when the evidence of the other crimes is relevant to an issue other than the defendant’s criminal 
tendency,” the jury may properly consider such evidence to help flesh out its understanding of the 
charges against the defendant. People v. Beam, 57 N.Y.2d 241, 250 (1982). Thus, evidence of a 
defendant’s uncharged crimes or other bad acts is admissible if (1) it is “relevant to some material 


issue in the case,” and (2) “the trial court determines in its discretion that the probative value of the 
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evidence outweighs the risk of undue prejudice to the defendant." People v. Frumusa, 29 N.Y .3d 
364, 369 (2017) (internal quotation marks omitted). 

Evidence of a defendant’s prior bad acts is generally relevant to a material issue when the 
evidence is probative of a defendant’s “motive, intent, absence of mistake, identity, and common 
scheme or plan.” Molineux, 168 N.Y. at 292-94. The categories that the Court of Appeals identified 
in Molineux are “merely illustrative,” and “[t]here is no closed category of relevancy.” Prince, 
Richardson on Evidence § 4-501 (citing cases). Accordingly, courts have also held that the People 
may introduce evidence of uncharged conduct to, for example, “complete a witness’s narrative to 
assist the jury in their comprehension of the crime," People v. Mendez, 165 A.D.2d 751, 752 (1st 
Dep’t 1990), or where the evidence is “inextricably interwoven with the narrative of events and was 
necessary background to explain to the jury the relationship" between the parties. People v. Santiago, 
295 A.D.2d 214, 215 (1st Dep't 2002). 

“Weighing the evidence's probative value against its potential prejudice to the defendant is 
a matter of discretion for the trial court." People v. Morris, 21 N.Y.3d 588, 595 (2013) (internal 
quotation marks omitted). To be sure, “almost all relevant, probative evidence" of prior bad acts 
“will be, in a sense, prejudicial,” because “[e]vidence which helps establish a defendant's guilt can 
always be considered evidence that ‘prejudices’ him or her." People v. Brewer, 28 N.Y.3d 271, 
277 (2016); see also People v. Colavito, 87 N.Y.2d 423, 429 (1996). “But the probative value of 
a piece of evidence is not automatically outweighed by prejudice merely because the evidence is 
compelling." Brewer, 28 N.Y.3d at 277. Instead, what makes Molineux testimony permissible “is 
that the damage resulted from something other than [the evidence's] tendency to prove 


propensity.” Id. 
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B. The Court should permit the introduction of evidence regarding defendant’s 
prior bad acts that relate to or were committed in the course of the underlying 
conspiracy to promote his election. 


The People allege that defendant falsified business records as part of a criminal scheme to 


conceal damaging information from the voting public in advance of the 2016 presidential election. 


Trump Omnibus Decision 1-3, 6. To establish the intent-to-defraud element of the charged offenses 


under Penal Law § 175.10, the People will introduce evidence at trial regarding defendant’s 


agreement with others to influence the 2016 presidential election by identifying and purchasing 


negative information about him to suppress its publication and benefit his electoral prospects, as 


well as evidence regarding the steps that were taken to carry out that unlawful agreement. 


In particular, and as described in the People’s prior filings in this case, the People will 


present evidence regarding: 


defendant’s August 2015 meeting at Trump Tower with David Pecker and Michael Cohen, 
where they agreed that Pecker would help with defendant’s presidential campaign by 
identifying and suppressing negative information about defendant, and by publishing 
positive stories about defendant and negative stories about defendant’s competitors for the 
election, see, e.g., Trump Omnibus Decision 1-2; People’s Omnibus Opp. 3; People’s 
Statement of Facts $f] 7-9; 


the purchase of information from Dino Sajudin regarding an alleged out-of-wedlock child 
Trump had fathered with one of his housekeepers, see People's Omnibus Opp. 3-4, 8; 
People's Statement of Facts {f 10-11, 22-23; 


the purchase of information regarding an alleged extramarital relationship between Karen 
McDougal and defendant, see Trump Omnibus Decision 2; People's Omnibus Opp. 4-6, 8; 
People's Statement of Facts ff 12-15, 22-23; 


the purchase of information regarding an alleged sexual encounter between Stormy Daniels 
and defendant, see Trump Omnibus Decision 2-3; People's Omnibus Opp. 1, 6-8; People's 
Statement of Facts 41 3, 16-21; and 


AMI’s publication of negative information about defendant's competitors for the election, 


as well as the publication of positive stories regarding defendant, see People's Omnibus 
Opp. 3; People's Statement of Facts 19. 
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As described below, this evidence is part of the res gestae of defendant’s criminal conduct and is not 
properly considered Molineux evidence for that reason. For the avoidance of any doubt, however, 
the Court may also hold that even if this evidence does constitute evidence of prior uncharged crimes 
or bad acts under Molineux, it is admissible because it is inextricably interwoven with the narrative 
of events and is probative of defendant’s intent, and because any prejudicial impact is outweighed 
by its probative value. 

1. Evidence regarding the formation and execution of defendant’s 


conspiracy with others to influence the 2016 presidential election is not 
Molineux because it is part of the res gestae of his criminal conduct. 


Evidence regarding the Trump Tower agreement and the steps taken to implement that 
agreement is direct evidence of an element of the offense: namely, defendant’s intent to defraud. 
First-degree falsifying business records requires that defendant’s intent to defraud include “an 
intent to commit another crime or to aid or conceal the commission thereof.” PL § 175.10. The 
People allege that defendant intended to commit or conceal election law crimes, including 
violations of Election Law § 17-152 and FECA. See Trump Omnibus Decision 12-16. The People 
must establish only that defendant intended to commit or conceal another crime. /d. at 12. 

As the Court has already recognized, the evidence described above—including evidence 
of the August 2015 Trump Tower agreement; the payoffs to Sajudin, McDougal, and Daniels that 
were made because of the Trump Tower agreement; and AMI’s publication of flattering stories 
about defendant paired with denigrating stories about his opponents—supports a finding that 
defendant intended to commit or conceal criminal conduct. See id. at 11-16. Thus, evidence 
regarding the agreement to promote defendant’s election, as well as evidence of the steps taken to 
execute that agreement, is not Molineux evidence at all but is instead part of the res gestae of 


defendant’s criminal conduct. 
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The Court of Appeals has explained that “the common thread in all Molineux cases is that 
the evidence sought to be admitted concerns a separate crime or bad act committed by the 
defendant. Frumusa, 29 N.Y.3d at 369-70. But “[w]here, as here, the evidence at issue is relevant 
to the very same crime for which the defendant is on trial, there is no danger that the jury will draw 
an improper inference of propensity because no separate crime or bad act committed by the 
defendant has been placed before the jury." Id. at 370. Evidence regarding the formation and 
execution of defendant’s conspiracy with others to influence the 2016 presidential election is part 
of the res gestae of his criminal conduct and is admissible without regard to the Molineux doctrine. 
See, e.g., People v. Alfaro, 19 N.Y.3d 1075, 1076 (2012) (affirming decision below that evidence 
was properly admitted where “the items were part of the ‘res gestae’ of the entire criminal 
transaction"); People v. Delacruz, 199 A.D.3d 614, 614 (1st Dep't 2021) (video of defendant 
displaying a gun and threatening the victim “did not constitute Molineux evidence" because it was 
instead "direct proof of defendant's specific criminal intent"); People v. Robinson, 200 A.D.2d 
693, 694 (2d Dep't 1994) (affirming trial court's admission of facts that were "essential 
components of the res gestae"). 

2. In the alternative, evidence regarding defendant's conspiracy with 
others to influence the presidential election is centrally relevant to 
material issues in the case, and its probative value far outweighs any 
prejudicial effect. 

To the extent the Court concludes that evidence regarding the formation and execution of 
defendant's conspiracy with others to influence the 2016 presidential election may be Molineux 
evidence, the Court should conclude that it is relevant to a material, non-propensity issue, and that 


the probative value of the evidence far outweighs the risk of undue prejudice. See Frumusa, 29 


N.Y.3d at 370 (encouraging the People to bring possible evidentiary issues to the attention of the 


40 


court and defendant before trial, including where the Molineux doctrine may not need to be 
applied). 

First, evidence of defendant’s steps to conspire with others to help his candidacy by 
purchasing and suppressing damaging information is “inextricably interwoven with the narrative of 
events and [is] necessary background to explain to the jury” the criminal conduct defendant intended 
to commit or conceal. Santiago, 295 A.D.2d at 215. Defendant is charged with falsely stating in the 
business records of New York enterprises that his 2017 payments to Cohen were for legal services 
rendered pursuant to a retainer agreement, when in fact those payments were instead 
reimbursements for one part—the Stormy Daniels payoff—of the conspiracy to assist defendant’s 
presidential campaign. Evidence regarding the Trump Tower agreement and the subsequent steps 
to execute the plan that was hatched at that meeting—which included the Daniels payoff—thus 
provides necessary background to explain the criminal conduct defendant intended to conceal 
when he falsified the business records at issue in this prosecution.!> See id.; see also, e.g., People 
v. Vails, 43 N.Y.2d 364, 367-69 (1977) (Molineux evidence is relevant where it shows “a 
concurrence of common features such that the acts proved can naturally be explained as caused by a 
general plan of which each act is but a part”); People v. DeJesus, 127 A.D.3d 589, 590 (1st Dep’t 
2015); People v. Finkelstein, 121 A.D.3d 615, 615-16 (1st Dep’t 2014). Indeed, the Court's 


opinion on defendant's omnibus motions described this evidence “by way of background" when 


'S Relatedly, the People will also present evidence that the $420,000 reimbursement amount to 
Cohen was made up in part of a $50,000 request for reimbursement for expenses he claimed he 
incurred. See Trump Omnibus Decision 3; People's Omnibus Opp. 8; People's Statement of Facts 
4| 25. The People will elicit testimony that the $50,000 expense claim related to Cohen’s payments 
to a tech firm, RedFinch Solutions, to rig an online poll ranking business leaders in defendant's 
favor. Because the RedFinch expense is a component of the total reimbursement amount for the 
payments at issue in this criminal prosecution, it is admissible for the same reasons described 
above: itis part ofthe res gestae of defendant's criminal conduct; and if the Court instead considers 
it Molineux, it is inextricably interwoven with the narrative of events. 
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introducing and describing the charged offenses. Trump Omnibus Decision 1-3; see also People 
v. Till, 87 N.Y.2d 835, 837 (1995) (evidence of prior bad acts admissible to provide necessary 
background information). 

Second, and relatedly, this evidence is necessary to “complete the narrative” concerning 
the charged crimes. Till, 87 N.Y.2d at 837; see also People v. Gines, 36 N.Y.2d 932, 932-33 
(1975). Evidence of the Trump Tower agreement and the steps the participants took to execute 
that agreement is all part of a single narrative that explains the illegal conduct defendant sought to 
conceal when he falsely described the payments to Cohen as payments for legal services instead 
of truthfully describing them as reimbursements for the Stormy Daniels payoff. See, e.g., Alfaro, 
19 N.Y.3d at 1075 (holding that items were properly admitted where, “[e]ven assuming that the 
subject items constituted prior uncharged crimes evidence under Molineux,” they “completed the 
narrative of this particular criminal transaction"); People v. Flambert, 160 A.D.3d 605, 606 (1st 
Dep’t 2018) (evidence admissible where it tends to “place the events in question in a believable 
context"). Indeed, each of the transactions that was pursued as a result of the Trump Tower 
agreement is so central to the conspiracy to influence the election that the conspiracy cannot be 
accurately understood without reference to each of the other transactions—to omit any of the 
episodes would be to present an incomplete and nonsensical narrative of the events that form the 
basis for the charged conduct. This evidence is thus admissible because it is necessary to “flesh out 
the narrative so there are no gaps in the story line provided to the jury." People v. Leonard, 29 
N.Y.3d 1, 4 (2017); People v. Green, 35 N.Y.2d 437, 442 (1974) (“[S]ome cases are sufficiently 
complex that the jury would wander helpless, as in a maze, were the decisive occurrences not 


placed in some broader, expository context."). 
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Third, this evidence is highly probative of defendant’s intent. In cases where the 
defendant’s mental state cannot be “inferred from the commission of the act” alone, the Molineux 
doctrine is especially flexible in permitting the introduction of evidence that tends to show that the 
defendant acted with the requisite state of mind. Alvino, 71 N.Y.2d at 242-43 (citing cases). Cases 
involving fraudulent intent are paradigmatic cases where Molineux evidence has often been allowed, 
“because a fraudulent intent rarely can be established by direct evidence.” Matter of Brandon, 55 
N.Y.2d 206, 211 (1982); see also People v. Rodriguez, 17 N.Y.3d 486, 489 (2011). Here, evidence 
that defendant agreed with others to execute an illegal scheme to identify and purchase negative 
information about him in order to suppress its publication and benefit his electoral prospects is 
highly probative of defendant's mental state when he later falsified business records to cover up 
that scheme. See People v. Leeson, 12 N.Y.3d 823, 827 (2009) (Molineux evidence was relevant 
to defendant's state of mind when it *placed the charged conduct in context" (quoting People v. 
Dorm, 12 N.Y.3d 16, 19 (2009))); People v. Ingram, 71 N.Y.2d 474, 480 (evidence is admissible 
under the Molineux intent exception where it *makes the innocent explanation improbable"); see 
also Trump Omnibus Decision 18-19 (evidence that defendant intended to pay money “to prevent 
the publication of information that could have adversely affected his presidential aspirations" was 
material to defendant's intent to defraud). 

Finally, evidence regarding the specific allegations defendant sought to suppress through 
the Sajudin, McDougal, and Daniels payoffs is relevant to defendant's motive. In each instance, 
the allegations that defendant sought to suppress—that he had an out-of-wedlock child; that he had 
an extramarital sexual relationship; that he had an extramarital sexual encounter with an adult film 
actress—are allegations that defendant knew could damage his candidacy. See Trump Omnibus 


Decision 1; People's Omnibus Opp. 3-8; People Statement of Facts € 10-23. Evidence regarding 
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the nature of these allegations is critical evidence that supports defendant’s motive in making false 
entries in the relevant business records in order to prevent disclosure of both the payoff scheme 
and the underlying information. See, e.g., People v. Frankline, 27 N.Y.3d 1113, 1115 (2016) 
(evidence of a prior assault admissible to show motive for a subsequent assault); Till, 87 N.Y.2d 
at 837 (evidence of uncharged robbery was properly admitted where it “established a motive for 
defendant's attempt to kill or assault the off-duty police officer to avoid capture and punishment"); 
People v. Johnson, 137 A.D.3d 811, 812 (2d Dep’t 2016) (Molineux testimony was properly 
admitted where “it was relevant to and probative of defendant’s motive to commit the charged 
crimes"). 

The probative value of this evidence far outweighs any risk of “undue,” People v. Cass, 18 
N.Y.3d 553, 560 (2012), or “unfair,” Frankline, 27 N.Y.3d at 1115, prejudice to defendant. As 
explained above, evidence that defendant conspired with others to unlawfully influence the 2016 
presidential election could not be more probative: it bears directly on material issues involving 
defendant's state of mind when he later falsified business records to conceal that conspiracy, and 
separately provides necessary background to explain crucial context and complete the narrative 
regarding the charged crimes. 

By contrast, the risk of undue prejudice to defendant is low. This evidence is centrally 
relevant to the jury's understanding of the charged offenses. “When evidence of uncharged crimes 
is relevant to some issue other than the defendant's criminal disposition," it is only when the 
evidence “is actually of slight value when compared to the possible prejudice to the accused" that 
it can be said its admission is an abuse of the trial court's discretion. People v. Allweiss, 48 N.Y .2d 
40, 47 (1979); see also Frumusa, 29 N.Y.3d at 373 (evidence “was not unduly prejudicial” where, 


among other factors, “it was relevant to defendant's larcenous intent"); Cass, 18 N.Y.3d at 563 
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(evidence not unduly prejudicial where it had “a direct bearing” on the question of defendant’s 
intent). And because the evidence is directly relevant to specific issues in the case, there is little 
risk the jury will overestimate its significance. See Allweiss, 48 N.Y.2d at 46. 

The Court should therefore hold that evidence of defendant’s prior acts is admissible where 
it relates to or was committed in the course of the underlying conspiracy to promote his election. 

C. The Court should permit the introduction of evidence regarding the Access 
Hollywood Tape and subsequent public allegations by women that defendant 
sexually assaulted them. 

The Court should also permit the introduction of evidence regarding (1) the Access 
Hollywood Tape; and (2) certain public allegations of sexual assault that followed the release of the 
Access Hollywood Tape in the fall of 2016. Each of these categories of evidence is probative of 
defendant’s motive and intent, and provides necessary background information for the jury that 
places the charged offenses in context. 

1. The Access Hollywood Tape. 

On October 7, 2016, about one month before the 2016 presidential election, the 
Washington Post published a video recorded in 2005 that depicted defendant saying to the host of 
Access Hollywood: “You know I’m automatically attracted to beautiful — I just start kissing them. 
It’s like a magnet. Just kiss. I don’t even wait. And when you’re a star, they let you do it. You can 
do anything. . . . Grab ’em by the pussy. You can do anything.” Carroll v. Trump, 660 F. Supp. 3d 
196, 200-01 (S.D.N.Y. 2023) (quoting the Access Hollywood Tape). In response, defendant issued 
public statements describing the tape as “locker room banter,” Ex. 21, and drawing a distinction 


between words (which he admitted saying) and conduct (which he denied). 


16 Both the Access Hollywood Tape and defendant's statements explaining his remarks on that 
tape (by distinguishing between words and conduct) are contained in video exhibits which the 
People will submit to the Court if the Court would like to review them in adjudicating this motion. 
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The Access Hollywood Tape is centrally relevant to critical issues in the case, and its 
probative value outweighs any risk of undue prejudice. The evidence at trial will show that after 
the release of the Access Hollywood Tape one month before the presidential election, defendant 
and his campaign staff were deeply concerned that the tape would harm his viability as a candidate 
and reduce his standing with female voters in particular. The release of the tape—and the 
accompanying concerns about its possible impact on the election—are thus directly related to the 
Stormy Daniels payoff, which was executed just a few weeks later. See People’s Omnibus Opp. 
6-7, 55; People's Statement of Facts «€ 16-21. The Access Hollywood Tape is such a central 
component of defendant's conspiracy to influence the election that it is “inextricably interwoven 
with the narrative of events and [is] necessary background to explain to the jury" why the Daniels 
payoff was made when it was. Santiago, 295 A.D.2d at 215; see also Vails, 43 N.Y.3d at 367-69; 
Green, 35 N.Y 2d at 442. Omitting the Access Hollywood Tape would leave counterfactual and 
artificial “gaps in the story line presented to the jury," Leonard, 29 N.Y .3d at 4; the tape is necessary 
to “complete[] the narrative of this particular criminal transaction," Alfaro, 19 N.Y.3d at 1075, and 
“place the events in question in a believable context,” Flambert, 160 A.D.3d at 606. 

The Access Hollywood Tape is also relevant to defendant's intent and motive at the time 
he and his confederates executed the Daniels payoff and when he later sought to conceal it. See 
Trump Omnibus Decision 18-19. Evidence regarding the tape and its impact on the campaign 
supports the conclusion that defendant wanted to avoid further damaging disclosures immediately 
before the election, which makes other, “innocent explanation[s]” for the payoff and coverup 
"improbable." Ingram, 71 N.Y.2d at 480. The tape is highly relevant to defendant's motive for the 
same reason—it supports the conclusion that he suppressed the Daniels story and then concealed 


the payoff because he believed additional disclosures about an alleged sexual encounter with an 
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adult film actress, following immediately on the heels of the Access Hollywood Tape, would cost 
him votes. Frankline, 27 N.Y .3d at 1115; Till, 87 N.Y.2d at 837. Indeed, the release of the Access 
Hollywood Tape was so monumental to the campaign that the first draft of the non-disclosure 
agreement with Stormy Daniels was penned within four days. The motivation to complete the 
Daniels non-disclosure agreement cannot be understood without reference to the desperation 
facing defendant and his campaign in the wake of the tape’s release. 

The probative value of the Access Hollywood Tape outweighs any risk of undue prejudice. 
The Access Hollywood Tape and its impact on the campaign could not be more relevant to the 
Daniels payoff and subsequent coverup. As the Court of Appeals has explained, “[i]f the evidence 
has substantial probative value and is directly relevant to the purpose—other than to show criminal 
propensity—for which it is offered, the probative value of the evidence outweighs the danger of 
prejudice and the court may admit the evidence.” Cass, 18 N.Y.3d at 560. And the prejudicial 
impact is low because the evidence is directly relevant to defendant’s intent. See id. at 563; see 
also Frumusa, 29 N.Y .3d at 373. Indeed, a federal court recently held in a defamation case against 
Trump that the Access Hollywood Tape was admissible under Rule 404(b) of the Federal Rules of 
Evidence (the federal-law provision for “Other Crimes, Wrongs, or Acts”) because it was relevant 
to the defendant's intent, and was not unduly prejudicial because “[t]here would be nothing 
inherently ‘unfair’ in receiving evidence that is uniquely probative” of defendant’s state of mind. 
Carroll v. Trump, No. 20-cv-7311 (LAK), 2024 WL 97359, at *9-11 (S.D.N.Y. Jan. 9, 2024). 


2. Public allegations of sexual assault that followed the release of the Access 
Hollywood Tape in the fall of 2016. 


About five days after the Access Hollywood Tape was published, and following 
defendant’s public explanation that the tape reflected only banter, not behavior, several women 


alleged in news reports that defendant had sexually assaulted them in the past. See Megan Twohey 
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& Michael Barbaro, Two Women Say Donald Trump Touched Them Inappropriately, N.Y. Times, 
Oct. 12, 2016 (Ex. 22); Natasha Stoynoff, Physically Attacked by Donald Trump—A PEOPLE 
Writer’s Own Harrowing Story, People Magazine, Oct. 12, 2016 (Ex. 23). In public comments at 
campaign rallies and on social media, defendant denied the allegations of sexual assault and 
asserted that the allegations were being made to harm—and were harming—his standing with 
voters in general and women voters in particular.!" Ex. 24. 

As with the Access Hollywood Tape, evidence of these allegations and defendant's public 
response provides critical context for the charges the jury will consider, and is manifestly relevant 
to defendant's intent and motive in paying to silence Stormy Daniels and then concealing the 
payoff. As noted above, defendant's public comments in reaction to the allegations published on 
October 12, 2016 in the New York Times and People Magazine show his awareness and concern 
that the allegations risked his candidacy by hurting his standing with female voters. E.g., Ex. 24 at 
1 (“Nothing ever happened with any of these women. Totally made up nonsense to steal the 
election. Nobody has more respect for women than me!”); id. at 2 (“Polls close, but can you believe 
I lost large numbers of women voters based on made up events THAT NEVER HAPPENED. 
Media rigging election!”); id. at 3 (Can't believe these totally phony stories, 100% made up by 
women (many already proven false) and pushed big time by press, have impact!"). Thus, this 
evidence not only provides important context and background, but also explains defendant's intent 
and motive in arranging the Stormy Daniels hush payment and subsequent coverup, because 


further disclosures of alleged sexual misconduct—and especially the disclosure of an alleged 


"7 Defendant's comments at campaign rallies are contained in excerpted video exhibits which the 
People will submit to the Court if the Court would like to review them in adjudicating this motion. 
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sexual liaison with an adult film actress just weeks before Election Day—seriously risked his 
electoral prospects. 

The risk of undue prejudice is low. First, this evidence would not be admitted to show that 
defendant in fact sexually assaulted the women who accused him of doing so; there is thus no 
propensity issue at play. See Agina, 18 N.Y.3d at 603 (Molineux evidence inadmissible “where its 
only relevance is to show defendant’s bad character or criminal propensity” (emphasis added)). And 
appropriate limiting instructions would make clear to the jury that this evidence should be 
considered only for the fact that the allegations were made, not as evidence of defendant’s 
character or as proof that the allegations are true. See People v. Hernandez, 103 A.D.3d 433, 434 
(1st Dep't 2013) (prejudicial effect of Molineux evidence was minimized by the court's limiting 
instructions); see also People v. Morris, 21 N.Y.3d 588, 598 (2013) (jurors are presumed to follow 
a trial court's limiting instructions). Second, the People propose to admit evidence of only three 
accusations of sexual assault (the accusations that were reported in the New York Times and 
People Magazine articles published on October 12, 2016). There are public reports that more than 
dozen women accused defendant of sexual assault in the weeks following the release of the Access 
Hollywood Tape; * evidence of just a select few instances of those allegations—which defendant 
specifically referenced on the campaign trail in acknowledging the effect on his campaign—is not 
cumulative. Cf. People v. Rodriguez, 193 A.D.3d 554, 556 (1st Dep't 2021) (introducing a 
"significant quantum of evidence" is more likely to cause undue prejudice). Third, the risk of unfair 
prejudice is low where the allegations reported in the New York Times and People Magazine 


articles are not “any more sensational or disturbing" than other evidence that will be before the 


18 See, e.g., Lindsay Kimble, Everything You Need to Know About the Sexual Assault Allegations 
Against Donald Trump Before Election Day, People Magazine, Nov. 1, 2016, 
https://people.com/politics/ every-sexual-assault-accusation-against-donald-trump/. 
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jury. United States v. Roldan-Zapata, 916 F.2d 795, 804 (2d Cir. 1990); see United States v. Siegel, 


717 F.2d 9, 16-17 (2d Cir. 1983). 


D. The Court should permit the introduction of evidence regarding defendant's 
efforts to dissuade witnesses from cooperating with law enforcement, 
including through pressure campaigns, public harassment, and retaliation. 


The Court should also permit the introduction of evidence regarding defendant's attempts 


to dissuade witnesses from cooperating with law enforcement because such evidence shows 


defendant's consciousness of guilt and corroborates his intent. This evidence falls into four 


categories: 


First, after the FBI executed a search warrant on Cohen's residences, office, and electronic 
devices in April 2018, defendant and others engaged in a public and private pressure 
campaign to ensure that Cohen did not cooperate with the federal investigation into 
campaign finance violations related to the McDougal and Daniels payoffs. See People's 
Statement of Facts 11 35-40. The People will introduce evidence of this pressure campaign 
and will elicit testimony regarding how these statements affected a witness. 


Second, defendant has singled out two of the People's witnesses—Michael Cohen and 
Stormy Daniels—with harassing comments on social media and in other public statements. 
The People will introduce evidence of these statements, and will elicit testimony from 
witnesses regarding the threats and harassment they received after defendant targeted them 
with these and other public attacks. 


Third, in April 2023, eight days after he was arraigned in this case, defendant sued Cohen 
in federal court in Florida seeking $500 million in damages based on allegations that Cohen 
"spread falsehoods" about defendant. The People will elicit witness testimony regarding 
that lawsuit and its effect on the witness. 


Fourth, the People will introduce evidence of past comments by defendant endorsing 
aggressive attacks on one's perceived opponents. For example, in one book, defendant 
wrote: “When somebody hurts you, just go after them as viciously and as violently as you 
can.”!? In another book, defendant wrote: “When you are wronged, go after those people 
because it is a good feeling and because other people will see you doing it.””° 


'? Donald J. Trump, Trump: How to Get Rich 138 (2004). 
20 Donald J. Trump, Think Big: Make it Happen in Business and in Life 192 (2007). 
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This evidence is relevant to material, non-propensity issues in the case. Evidence of the 
pressure campaign against Cohen is probative of both defendant’s effort to deter Cohen from 
cooperating with law enforcement, and of defendant’s steps to intimidate Cohen and retaliate against 
him once he began doing so. See, e.g., Report on the Investigation into Russian Interference in the 
2016 Presidential Election, Vol. IT of II, at 154-56 (Mar. 2019) (“The evidence concerning this 
sequence of events could support an inference that the President used inducements in the form of 
positive messages in an effort to get Cohen not to cooperate, and then turned to attacks and 
intimidation to deter the provision of information or undermine Cohen’s credibility once Cohen 
began cooperating.”), https://www.justice.gov/storage/report_volume2.pdf. The Court of Appeals 
has long recognized that efforts to coerce or harass witnesses can show consciousness of guilt. See 
People v. Bennett, 79 N.Y.2d 464, 469-70 (1992); People v. Shilitano, 218 N.Y. 161, 179 (1916) 
(evidence of “an effort to coerce witnesses and suppress evidence against the defendant” 
admissible to prove consciousness of guilt). And evidence of post-crime conduct that reflects a 
defendant’s consciousness of guilt—including efforts at coercion, threats, or intimidation of 
witnesses—is admissible under the Molineux doctrine for that reason. See, e.g., People v. Parilla, 
211 A.D.3d 1609, 1610 (4th Dep’t 2022) (efforts to bribe witness showed consciousness of guilt 
and were admissible under Molineux); People v. Cotton, 184 A.D.3d 1145, 1146 (4th Dep’t 2020) 
(evidence of tampering or witness intimidation admissible under Molineux to show consciousness 
of guilt). 

The same is true of the evidence that defendant has targeted Cohen and Daniels on social 
media and in other public statements with persistent, harassing, and denigrating comments. See 
Cotton, 184 A.D.3d at 1146; People v. Pitt, 170 A.D.3d 1282, 1284 (3d Dep’t 2019) (threatening 


post-crime comments showed consciousness of guilt and were admissible under Molineux); People 
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v. Leitzsey, 173 A.D.2d 488, 488-89 (2d Dep’t 1991) (same). And evidence that defendant sued 
Cohen just days after defendant’s arraignment in this matter—and sought enormous money 
damages for claimed injuries based in part on Cohen’s testimony before the grand jury—likewise 
is relevant to material issues in this case because it supports consciousness of guilt and therefore 
corroborates defendant's intent in connection with the charged conduct. See, e.g., People v. Lumaj, 
298 A.D.2d 335, 335 (1st Dep’t 2002) (evidence of efforts to deter a witness from testifying was 
“clearly admissible as it demonstrated defendant's consciousness of guilt"); People v. De Vivo, 
282 A.D.2d 770, 772 (3d Dep't 2001) (evidence of threats, retaliation, and efforts to get witnesses 
to change their testimony “is highly probative and was properly admitted as it was indicative of 
defendant's consciousness of guilt") (citing cases). The final category of evidence— defendant's 
prior statements that perceived opponents should be attacked “as viciously and as violently” as 
possible—is material and relevant for a non-propensity purpose because it provides context for 
witness testimony the People will elicit regarding the effect defendant's public attacks and 
harassment had on them.?! See Flambert, 160 A.D.3d at 606. 

Given the direct connection between this consciousness-of-guilt evidence and defendant's 
intent, its probative value outweighs the danger of any unfair prejudice. See Lumaj, 298 A.D.2d at 
335; Cotton, 184 A.D.3d at 1146; see generally Cass, 18 N.Y.3d at 560. An appropriate limiting 


instruction that the jury is to consider this evidence only for consciousness of guilt and 


?! The evidence mentioned in this paragraph— defendant's public harassment of Cohen and 
Daniels; his $500 million lawsuit against Cohen; and his prior written statements endorsing 
retaliation against opponents—likely is not Molineux at all, and its admission at trial should be 
assessed just like any other evidence. See People v. Hamilton, 73 A.D.3d 408, 409 (1st Dep't 
2010). The People include this evidence here for the avoidance of any doubt and to the extent the 
Court believes the Molineux doctrine does apply. See Frumusa, 29 N.Y.3d at 370. 
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corroboration of defendant’s intent—not to show defendant’s bad character or criminal 


propensity—will further reduce any risk of undue prejudice. See Parilla, 211 A.D.3d at 1610. 


Dated: 


February 22, 2024 
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INTRODUCTION 

President Donald J. Trump respectfully submits this motion (1) for an adjournment of the 
trial pending review of the scope of the presidential immunity doctrine in Trump v. United States, 
which the Supreme Court agreed to hear on February 28, 2024, and is scheduled to be argued 
before the Court on April 25, 2024; and (2) to preclude evidence of President Trump’s official acts 
at trial based on presidential immunity. 

The Court must preclude the People from offering evidence at trial of President Trump’s 
official acts as the Commander in Chief, which the People have not yet specified as the existing 
trial date approaches. However, in motions in limine recently filed on February 22, 2024, the 
People argued that they should be permitted to offer evidence at trial concerning a fictitious so- 
called “pressure campaign” by President Trump in 2018 relating to Michael Cohen. People’s MILs 
at 50. Although the People did not describe the evidence they intend to offer in detail, it appears 
that the evidence includes public statements by President Trump and posts to his official Twitter 
account, as well as testimony from unspecified witnesses. See id. The People’s recent proffer 
implicates presidential immunity because President Trump was President of the United States at 
the time of those actions in 2018. He made at least some of the 2018 statements at issue—and 
potentially all of them, though it is hard to be sure in light of the People’s vague in limine 
description—in his official capacity as the nation's Chief Executive. Moreover, while it is clear 
that the People intend to offer documents and testimony relating to the period in 2017 when 
President Trump was in office, they have not provided sufficiently specific notice of the nature 
and extent of that evidence to allow President Trump or the Court to distinguish between personal 


and official acts. 


Such distinctions are necessary and complex, as illustrated by the D.C. Circuit’s recent 
guidance in Blassingame v. Trump, where the panel emphasized that President Trump is entitled 
to “every opportunity” to present this defense. 87 F.4th 1, 22 (D.C. Cir. 2023). This area of law 
is evolving in real time. Specifically, on February 28, 2024, the Supreme Court granted certiorari 
with respect to the following question: “Whether and if so to what extent does a former President 
enjoy presidential immunity from criminal prosecution for conduct alleged to involve official acts 
during his tenure in office.” Trump v. United States, 2024 WL 833184 (Feb. 28, 2024). 

In addition, on March 4, 2024, a unanimous Supreme Court held that the Colorado Supreme 
Court had erred by excluding President Trump from Colorado's 2024 presidential primary ballot. 
Trump v. Anderson, 2024 WL 899207, at *2 (Mar. 4, 2024). The Anderson Court reasoned, in 
part, that states’ “power over governance . . . does not extend to federal . .. candidates." Id. at *3 
(emphasis in original). The Court's emphasis on federalism principles further supports the timing 
of this motion, and is relevant to the application of presidential immunity because “any effort . . . 
to retaliate against a President for official acts" would be “an unconstitutional attempt to 
‘influence’ a superior sovereign ‘exempt’ from such obstacles." Trump v. Vance, 140 S. Ct. 2412, 
2428 (2020) (citing McCulloch v. Maryland, 4 Wheat. 316, 417 (1819)). 

Therefore, President Trump respectfully submits that an adjournment of the trial is 
appropriate to await further guidance from the Supreme Court, which should facilitate the 
appropriate application of the presidential immunity doctrine in this case to the evidence the People 
intend to offer at trial. Following the Supreme Court's guidance, and consistent with the remand 
in Blassingame, the Court should hold a hearing outside the presence of the jury to identify and 


preclude documentary and testimonial official-acts evidence based on presidential immunity. 


BACKGROUND 


As far as we can gather from the description of the so-called “pressure campaign” in the 


People's motions in limine, there are several types of evidence that implicate the concept of official 


acts for purposes of presidential immunity, and therefore must be precluded. 


First, President Trump used his Twitter account, which was an official communications 


channel during his Presidency, to communicate with the public regarding matters of public 


concern. In 2018, such matters included Michael Cohen after the FBI executed search warrants 


targeting him. For example: 


On April 21, 2018, President Trump posted messages on his Twitter account that 
included the following: “Michael is a businessman for his own account/lawyer who I 
have always liked & respected. Most people will flip if the Government lets them out 
of trouble, even if... it means lying or making up stories. Sorry, I don’t see Michael 
doing that despite the horrible Witch Hunt and the dishonest media.” Ex. 1. 


On May 3, 2018, President Trump posted messages on his Twitter account that included 
the following: “Mr. Cohen, an attorney, received a monthly retainer, not from the 
campaign and having nothing to do with the campaign, from which he entered into, 
through reimbursement, a private contract between two parties, known as a non- 
disclosure agreement, or NDA. These agreements are . . . very common among 
celebrities and people of wealth. . . . Money from the campaign, or campaign 
contributions, played no rol[e] in this transaction.” Ex. 2. 


On August 22, 2018, President Trump posted a message on his Twitter account that 
included the following: “I feel very badly for Paul Manafort and his wonderful family. 
‘Justice’ took a 12 year old tax case, among other things, applied tremendous pressure 
on him and, unlike Michael Cohen, he refused to ‘break’ — make up stories in order to 
get a ‘deal.’ Such respect for a brave man.” Ex. 3. 


Second, President Trump made public statements on official premises and during media 


appearances. For example: 


On April 5, 2018, during statements to reporters on board Air Force One, President 
Trump directed reporters to “ask Michael Cohen” regarding the public allegations and 
added, “Michael is my attorney. And you’ll have to ask Michael Cohen.” Ex. 4. 


e On April 26, 2018, during a telephone call aired on Fox & Friends, President Trump 
explained that Cohen “has a percentage of my overall legal work — a tiny, tiny little 
fraction. But Michael would represent me on some things. . . . [L]ike with this crazy 
Stormy Daniels deal he represented me. And, you know, from what I see he did 
absolutely nothing wrong. There were no campaign funds going into this.” Ex. 5. 

e On August 23, 2018, during an interview on Fox & Friends, President Trump stated: 
“If you look at President Obama, he had a massive campaign violation, but he had a 
different Attorney General and they viewed it a lot differently, you know. We have 
somebody that they seem to like to go after a lot of Republicans, but he settled his very 
easily. In fact I put that out fairly recently. So Obama had it, other people have it, 
almost everybody that runs for office has campaign violations, but what Michael Cohen 
pled to weren't even campaign related, they weren't crimes." Ex. 6. 

Third, the People seem to want to offer documentary evidence that reflects official acts. 

This category appears to include a form that President Trump submitted to the U.S. Office of 
Government Ethics in 2018. Ex. 7. 


Fourth, it appears that the People will seek to elicit testimony at trial relating to official 


acts. For example, Hope Hicks is on the People's witness list as of January 29, 2024. During 
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DISCUSSION 
I. President Trump Is Immune From State Prosecution Based On Official Acts 


For the reasons set forth below, President Trump is entitled to immunity from prosecution 
based on evidence of official acts that he undertook during his first term in Office. ! 


A. The Executive Vesting Clause And Supremacy Clause Require Presidential 
Immunity From State Prosecution For Official Acts 


Under the Executive Vesting Clause of Article II, § 1, state courts and prosecutors lack 
authority to sit in judgment over a President's official acts. The Executive Vesting Clause provides 
that *[t]he executive Power shall be vested in a President of the United States of America.” U.S. 
CONST. art. IL, 8 1, cl. 1. Just as the Executive Vesting Clause prevents an Article III court from 


arrogating the “executive power" to itself based on the separation of powers,” state authorities 


! The D.C. Circuit recently erred in finding that President Trump was not entitled to presidential 
immunity in connection with the set of federal criminal charges pending in the District of 
Columbia. See United States v. Trump, 91 F.4th 1173, 1200 (D.C. Cir. 2024). The D.C. Circuit's 
analysis is not persuasive for many of the reasons discussed below and, as noted, will be reviewed 
by the Supreme Court pursuant to the February 28 grant of certiorari. Trump v. United States, 
2024 WL 833184 (Feb. 28, 2024). 


? See, e.g., Clinton v. Jones, 520 U.S. 681, 719 (1997) (Breyer, J., concurring) (reasoning that there 
is an “unbroken historical tradition . . . implicit in the separation of powers that a President may 
not be ordered by the Judiciary to perform particular Executive acts" (cleaned up)); Chi. & S. Air 
Lines v. Waterman S.S. Corp., 333 U.S. 103, 112 (1948) (reasoning that “whatever of this order 
emanates from the President is not susceptible of review by the Judicial Department"); Mississippi 
v. Johnson, 71 U.S. 475, 501 (1866) (“[T]his court has no jurisdiction of a bill to enjoin the 
President in the performance of his official duties."); In re Trump, 958 F.3d 274, 297-98 (4th Cir. 
2020), cert. granted, judgment vacated sub nom. Trump v. D.C., 141 S. Ct. 1262 (2021) 
(Wilkinson, J., dissenting) (“Since Mississippi, the federal courts have continued this practice 
without exception and have not sustained a single injunction against the President in his official 
capacity." (italics in original)); Newdow v. Roberts, 603 F.3d 1002, 1013 (D.C. Cir. 2010) (*With 
regard to the President, courts do not have jurisdiction to enjoin him, and have never submitted the 
President to declaratory relief.") (cleaned up). This is also the consistent litigation position of the 
U.S. Department of Justice. See, e.g., Reply Brief for Pet'r at 4-6, In re Trump, No. 18-2486 (4th 
Cir. Feb. 21, 2019) (invoking “the separation-of-powers principle that ‘courts have no jurisdiction 
of a bill to enjoin the President in the performance of his official duties") (quoting Mississippi, 71 
U.S. at 501) (cleaned up); DOJ Mem. at 25, ECF No. 28, Missouri v. Biden, No. 21 Civ. 287 (E.D. 
Mo. June 4, 2021) (same). 


purporting to dictate how the President must exercise the executive power violate the Supremacy 
Clause and federalism principles. See, e.g., Clinton v. Jones, 520 U.S. 681, 691 n.13 (1997) 
(reasoning that “any direct control by a state court over the President, who has principal 
responsibility to ensure that those laws are ‘faithfully executed,’ Art. II, § 3, may implicate 
concerns that are quite different from the interbranch separation-of-powers questions addressed 
here,” such as under “the Supremacy Clause”); Mayo v. United States, 319 U.S. 441, 445 (1943) 
(“[T]he activities of the Federal Government are free from regulation by any state."); see also 
United States v. McLeod, 385 F.2d 734, 751-52 (Sth Cir. 1967) (“Both the Supremacy Clause and 
the general principles of our federal system of government dictate that a state grand jury may not 
investigate the operation of a federal agency. . . . [T]he investigation . . . is an interference with the 
proper governmental function of the United States . . . [and] an invasion of the sovereign powers 
of the United States of America.”). 

In Marbury v. Madison, Chief Justice Marshall described the presidential immunity 
doctrine as foundational and self-evident. “By the constitution of the United States, the President 
is invested with certain important political powers, in the exercise of which he is to use his own 
discretion, and is accountable only to his country in his political character, and to his own 
conscience." Marbury v. Madison, 5 U.S. 137, 165-66 (1803). When it comes to the President's 
official acts, “whatever opinion may be entertained of the manner in which executive discretion 
may be used, still there exists, and can exist, no power to control that discretion.” Jd. at 166. 
“[NJothing can be more perfectly clear than that" the President's discretionary “acts are only 
politically examinable.” Jd. “Questions . . . which are, by the constitution and laws, submitted to 
the executive, can never be made in this court.” /d. at 170. The President's official acts, therefore, 


“can never be examinable by the courts.” Id. at 166 (emphasis added). 


The Supremacy Clause prohibits state and local officials from using their powers to “defeat 
the legitimate operations” of the national government. McCulloch v. Maryland, 17 U.S. 316, 427 
(1819). States may not impede “the measures of a government created by others as well as 
themselves, for the benefit of others in common with themselves.” Jd. at 435. The McCulloch 
court reasoned: 

If we apply the principle for which the state of Maryland contends [regarding state 

taxation], to the constitution, generally, we shall find it capable of changing totally the 

character of that instrument. We shall find it capable of arresting all the measures of the 

government, and of prostrating it at the foot of the states. 
Id. at 432. The McCulloch Court rejected that possibility. 

In 1833, citing Marbury, Justice Story wrote that “[i]n the exercise of his political powers 
[the President] is to use his own discretion, and is accountable only to his country, and to his own 
conscience. His decision, in relation to these powers, is subject to no control; and his discretion, 
when exercised, is conclusive." 3 J. STORY, COMMENTARIES ON THE CONSTITUTION OF THE UNITED 
STATES, ch. 37, § 1563 (1833), https://lonang.com/library/reference/story-commentaries-us- 
constitution/sto-337. “It is incompatible with his constitutional position that [the President] be 
compelled personally to defend his executive actions before a court." Franklin v. Massachusetts, 
505 U.S. 788, 827 (1992) (Scalia, J., concurring in part and concurring in the judgment); cf. Martin 
v. Mott, 25 U.S. 19, 32-33 (1827) (Story, J.) (holding that, *[w]hen the President exercises an 
authority confided to him by law,” his official conduct cannot “be passed upon by a jury” or “upon 
the proofs submitted to a jury"); see also Johnson v. Maryland, 254 U.S. 51, 57 (1920) (reasoning 
that *immunity of the instruments of the United States from state control in the performance of 
their duties" prohibits prosecution of a post officer for violating a state license law); Ohio v. 
Thomas, 173 U.S. 276, 284 (1899) (prohibiting state criminal prosecution of federal officer for 


violating food regulations because “in the performance of that duty he was not subject to the 


direction or control of the legislature of Ohio”); In re Tarble, 80 U.S. 397, 409 (1871) (reasoning 
that it is “manifest that the powers of the National government could not be exercised with energy 
and efficiency at all times, if its acts could be interfered with and controlled for any period by 
officers or tribunals of another sovereignty"); McClung v. Silliman, 19 U.S. 598, 605 (1821) 
(holding that state court cannot mandamus an officer of the United States because that officer’s 
“conduct can only be controlled by the power that created him"). 

B. The Impeachment Judgment Clause Confirms Presidential Immunity 

Presidential immunity from criminal prosecution for official acts draws support directly 
from the text of the Constitution, as the Impeachment Judgment Clause states that a President 
cannot be criminally prosecuted unless he is first impeached and convicted by the U.S. Senate. 

The Impeachment Judgment Clause provides that “Judgment in Cases of Impeachment 
shall not extend further than to removal from Office . . . but the Party convicted shall nevertheless 
be liable and subject to Indictment, Trial, Judgment and Punishment, according to Law.” U.S. 
CONST. art. I, § 3, cl. 7 (emphasis added). Because the Constitution specifies that only “the Party 
convicted" by trial in the Senate may be “liable and subject to Indictment, Trial, Judgment and 
Punishment," id., it plainly indicates that a President who is not convicted may not be subject to 
criminal prosecution. SCALIA & GARNER, READING LAW: THE INTERPRETATION OF LEGAL TEXTS, 
§ 10, at 107 (2012) (“When a car dealer promises a low financing rate to ‘purchasers with good 
credit,’ it is entirely clear that the rate is not available to purchasers with spotty credit."). 

This was the understanding of the Founders. “James Wilson—who had participated in the 
Philadelphia Convention at which the document was drafted—explained that . . . the President . . 
. ‘is amenable to [the laws] in his private character as a citizen, and in his public character by 


impeachment.’” Jones, 520 U.S. at 696 (quoting 2 J. ELLIOT, DEBATES ON THE FEDERAL 


CONSTITUTION 480 (2d ed. 1863)) (cleaned up). "With respect to acts taken in his ‘public 
character'—that is, official acts—the President may be disciplined principally by impeachment, 
not by private lawsuits for damages. But he is otherwise subject to the laws for his purely private 
acts.” Jd.; see also THE FEDERALIST No. 43 (J. Madison); THE FEDERALIST Nos. 65, 69, 77 (A. 


Hamilton) (Alexander Hamilton explaining in three essays that criminal prosecution of a President 
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can occur only “afterwards,” “after,” “subsequent” to, and as a “consequence” of impeachment 
and conviction by the Senate). 

As Justice Alito noted in Vance, “[t]he plain implication” of the Impeachment Judgment 
Clause “is that criminal prosecution, like removal from the Presidency and disqualification from 
other offices, is a consequence that can come about only after the Senate’s judgment, not during 
or prior to the Senate trial.” 140 S. Ct. at 2444 (Alito, J., dissenting). “This was how Hamilton 
explained the impeachment provisions in the Federalist Papers. He wrote that a President may ‘be 
impeached, tried, and, upon conviction . . . would afterwards be liable to prosecution and 
punishment in the ordinary course of law." Id. (quoting THE FEDERALIST No. 69, p. 416 (C. 
Rossiter ed. 1961)); see also THE FEDERALIST No. 77, p. 464 (C. Rossiter ed. 1961) (A. Hamilton) 
(arguing that a President is “at all times liable to impeachment, trial, [and] dismission from office,” 
but any other punishment must come only “by subsequent prosecution in the common course of 


law"); THE FEDERALIST NO. 65. 


C. The President's Unique Role Requires Immunity From Prosecution Based On 
Official Acts 


“The President occupies a unique position in the constitutional scheme." Nixon v. 
Fitzgerald, 457 U.S. 731, 749 (1982). Under Article II, § 1 of the Constitution, the President is 
"the chief constitutional officer of the Executive Branch, entrusted with supervisory and policy 


responsibilities of utmost discretion and sensitivity." Id. at 749-50. “Nor can the sheer prominence 


of the President’s office be ignored.” Jd. at 752-53. “In view of the visibility of his office and the 
effect of his actions on countless people, the President would be an easily identifiable target for” 
criminal prosecution in countless federal, state, and local jurisdictions across the country. /d. at 
753. “Cognizance of this personal vulnerability frequently could distract a President from his 
public duties, to the detriment of not only the President and his office but also the Nation that the 
Presidency was designed to serve.” Jd. This “unique status under the Constitution distinguishes 
him from other executive officials.” Jd. at 750. As a result of “the singular importance of the 
President's duties,” “diversion of his energies by concern with" criminal prosecution administered 
by the judicial branch “would raise unique risks to the effective functioning of government.” /d. 
at 751; see also Brett Kavanaugh, Separation of Powers During the Forty-Fourth Presidency and 
Beyond, 93 MINN L. REV. 1454, 1461 (2009) (“[A] President who is concerned about an ongoing 
criminal investigation is almost inevitably going to do a worse job as President"). 

Without immunity from criminal prosecution based on official acts, the President's 
political opponents will seek to influence and control his or her decisions via de facto extortion or 
blackmail with the threat, explicit or implicit, of indictment by a future, hostile Administration, for 
acts that do not warrant any such prosecution. This threat will hang like a millstone around every 
future President's neck, distorting Presidential decisionmaking, undermining the President's 
independence, and clouding the President's ability “to deal fearlessly and impartially with the 
duties of his office.” Fitzgerald, 457 U.S. at 752 (cleaned up). 


D. “The Presuppositions Of Our Political History” Support Presidential 
Immunity From Prosecution For Official Acts 


“(T]he presuppositions of our political history,” including “tradition[s] so well grounded 
in history and reason,” help to define the scope of presidential immunity. Fitzgerald, 457 U.S. at 


745. This history dates back to the founding and was upheld in Marbury v. Madison, as discussed 
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above. There, Charles Lee, who served as Attorney General under Presidents Washington and 
Adams, “declare[d] it to be [his] opinion, grounded on a comprehensive view of the subject, that 
the President is not amenable to any court of judicature for the exercise of his high functions, but 
is responsible only in the mode pointed out in the constitution,” i.e., by impeachment. Marbury, 
5 U.S. at 149 (emphasis added). 

Indeed, in 234 years from 1789 to 2023, no president was ever prosecuted for his official 
acts. “Such a lack of historical precedent is generally a telling indication of a severe constitutional 
problem with the asserted power.” Trump v. Anderson, 2024 WL 899207, at *5 (Mar. 4, 2024) 
(cleaned up); see also Seila Law, LLC v. CFPB, 140 S. Ct. 2183, 2201 (2020) (“Perhaps the most 
telling indication of [a] severe constitutional problem . . . is [a] lack of historical precedent to 
support it.” (cleaned up)). 

The unbroken tradition of not exercising the supposed formidable power of criminally 
prosecuting a President for official acts—despite ample motive and opportunity to do so, over 
centuries—implies that the power does not exist. See id.; see also, e.g., NFIB v. OSHA, 595 U.S. 
109, 119 (2022) (per curiam); Free Enter. Fund v. Pub. Co. Accounting Oversight Bd., 561 U.S. 
477, 505 (2010)). “[T]he longstanding “practice of the government,’ can inform our determination 
of ‘what the law 1s." N.L.R.B. v. Noel Canning, 573 U.S. 513, 525 (2014) (first quoting 
McCulloch, 17 U.S. at 401, and then quoting Marbury, 5 U.S. at 177). “That principle is neither 
new nor controversial,” and this Court’s “cases have continually confirmed [this] view.” /d. (citing 
Mistretta v. United States, 488 U.S. 361, 401 (1989), and eight other cases from 1803 to 1981). 

American history abounds with examples of presidents who were accused by political 
opponents of committing crimes through their official acts—yet none was ever prosecuted, until 


last year. These include, among many others, John Quincy Adams’ alleged “corrupt bargain” in 
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appointing Henry Clay as Secretary of State;? President George W. Bush's allegedly false claim 
to Congress that Saddam Hussein possessed stockpiles of “weapons of mass destruction," which 
led to war in which thousands of Americans were killed; and President Obama's alleged 
authorization of a drone strike that targeted and killed a U.S. citizen abroad (and his teenage son, 
also a U.S. citizen)? They also include, among many other examples, President Clinton's last- 
minute pardon of fugitive financier Marc Rich,° President Clinton's repeated use of airstrikes in 
the Middle East in August and November 1998 in an alleged attempt to distract attention from the 
Monica Lewinsky scandal,’ President Biden's egregious mismanagement of the United States’ 
border security, and President Biden’s alleged “material support for terrorism” through both the 


funding of the UNRWA despite its documented history of direct support for terrorism, and release 


> See, e.g., Jessie Kratz, The 1824 Presidential Election and the “Corrupt Bargain", NAT'L 
ARCHIVES (Oct. 22, 2020), https://prologue.blogs.archives.gov/2020/10/22/the-1824-presidential- 
election-and-the-corrupt-bargain. 


^ See, eg., Gary L. Gregg II, George W. Bush: Foreign Affairs, UVA MILLER CENTER, 
https://millercenter.org/president/gwbush/foreign-affairs; Tim Arango, Ex-Prosecutor’s Book 
Accuses Bush of Murder, N.Y. TIMES (July 7; 2008), 
https://www.nytimes.com/2008/07/07/business/media/07bugliosi.html. 


> See, e.g., Spencer Ackerman, US Cited Controversial Law in Decision to Kill American Citizen 
by Drone, THE GUARDIAN (June 23, 2014), https://www.theguardian.com/world/20 14/jun/23/us- 
justification-drone-killing-american-citizen-awlaki. 


$ Andrew C. McCarthy, The Wages of Prosecuting Presidents for their Official Acts, NAT'L REV. 
(Dec. 9, 2023), https://www.nationalreview.com/2023/12/the-wages-of-prosecuting-presidents- 
over-their-official-acts. 


7 See, e.g., World Media Troubled by Clinton's Timing in Airstrikes, CNN (Dec. 18, 1998), 
http://edition.cnn.com/WORLD/meast/9812/18/iraq.press/; Francis X. Clines and Steven Lee 
Myers, Attack on Iraq; The Overview; Impeachment Vote in House Delayed As Clinton Launches 
Iraq Air Strike, Citing Military Need to Move Swiftly, N.Y. TIMES (Dec. 17, 1998), 
https://www.nytimes.com/1998/12/17/world/attack-iraq-overview-impeachment-vote-house- 
delayed-clinton-launches-iraq-air.html. 
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of billions of dollars to Iran's terror-sponsoring regime.* Despite numerous examples of presidents 
committing allegedly “criminal” behavior in their official acts throughout American history, none 
was ever prosecuted in 234 years before 2023. The “presuppositions of our political history,” 
Fitzgerald, 457 U.S. at 745, thus confirm that prosecutors and courts lack authority to prosecute 
and place a President on trial for official acts. 


E. Analogous Immunity Doctrines Support Presidential Immunity From 
Prosecution Based On Official Acts 


Analogous immunity doctrines strongly favor the conclusion that absolute presidential 
immunity extends to immunity from criminal prosecution for official acts. See Vance, 140 S. Ct. 
at 2426 (noting the Fitzgerald Court’s “careful analogy to the common law absolute immunity of 
judges and prosecutors"). 

In their common-law origins, immunity doctrines extended to both civil and criminal 
liability: “The immunity of federal executive officials began as a means of protecting them in the 
execution of their federal statutory duties from criminal or civil actions based on state law." Butz 


v. Economou, 438 U.S. 478, 489 (1978) (citation omitted). Common-law immunity doctrines 


8 See, e.g., Jason Willick, The Eyebrow-Raising Line in the Trump Immunity Opinion, WASH. POST 
(Feb. 7, 2024), https://www.washingtonpost.com/opinions/2024/02/07/trump-immunity-decision- 
disclaimer; Andrew C. McCarthy, Thoughts on Biden's Funding of Terror-Sponsoring UNRWA 
and D.C. Circuit's Delay on Trump Immunity, NAT'L REVIEW (Jan. 31, 2024), 
https://www.nationalreview.com/corner/thoughts-on-bidens-funding-of-terror-sponsoring-unrwa- 
and-d-c-circuits-delay-on-trump-immunity (“When President Biden insisted on restarting funding 
for UNRWA, to the tune of over $1 billion since 2021, there was abundant, well-known evidence, 
going back decades, that UNRWA provides material support to terrorism. It was not just a 
hypothetical possibility that Biden's funding might end up facilitating Hamas's operations. There 
were notorious cases over the years of UNRWA terror support."); The Editorial Board, Hamas 
Was Right | Under Unrwa’s | Nose, WALL Sr. J. (Feb. 11, 2024), 
https://www.wsj.com/articles/hamas-was-right-under-unrwas-nose-tunnels-gaza-israel-war- 
f715d219?mod-opinion lead pos2 (“Israel has provided evidence that 12 Unrwa employees took 
part in the Oct. 7 massacre, and that 1,200 are affiliated with or members of Hamas and Islamic 
Jihad."). 
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encompass the “privilege . . . to be free from arrest or civil process,” i.e., criminal and civil 
proceedings alike. Tenney v. Brandhove, 341 U.S. 367, 372 (1951). 

Members of Congress are immune from criminal prosecution for acts within the scope of 
their legislative duties. See United States v. Johnson, 383 U.S. 169, 179 (1966) (“The legislative 
privilege, protecting against possible prosecution by an unfriendly executive and conviction by a 
hostile judiciary, is one manifestation of the ‘practical security’ for ensuring the independence of 
the legislature.”). Speech and debate immunity resembles presidential immunity because it serves 
a unique role in preserving the separation of powers in our constitutional structure. See Tenney, 
341 U.S. at 376. “[I]t is apparent from the history of the [Speech and Debate] clause that the 
privilege was not born primarily of a desire to avoid private suits . . . , but rather to prevent 
intimidation by the executive and accountability before a possibly hostile judiciary.” Johnson, 
383 U.S. at 180-81 (emphasis added). Thus, Johnson held that criminal prosecution for official 
acts—not civil liability—was the “chief fear" that led to the adoption of legislative immunity. Jd. 
at 182; see also Gravel v. United States, 408 U.S. 606, 624 (1972) (reasoning that acts “within the 
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sphere of legitimate legislative activity” “may not be made the basis for a civil or criminal 
judgment against a Member"). Presidential immunity serves no less important a role in “our 
scheme of government,” Tenney, 341 U.S. at 377, than legislative immunity. 

Likewise, absolute judicial immunity protects state and federal judges from criminal 
prosecution, as well as civil suits, based on their official judicial acts—excepting cases involving 
judicial bribery and extortion, which have long been held not to constitute judicial acts. See 
Spalding v. Vilas, 161 U.S. 483, 494 (1896) (“The doctrine which holds a judge exempt from a 


civil suit or indictment for any act done or omitted to be done by him, sitting as judge, has a deep 


root in the common law." (cleaned up)); see also Alvarez v. Snyder, 264 A.D.2d 27, 34 (1st Dep’t 
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2000) (“[F]ew doctrines were more solidly established at common law than the immunity of judges 
from liability for damages for acts committed within their judicial jurisdiction.” (cleaned up)); 
Weitzner v. New York City Dep't of Soc. Servs., 212 A.D.2d 414, 414 (lst Dep’t 1995) 
(“[I]mmunity is absolute where the conduct is judicial or quasi-judicial in nature.”). 

“This immunity applies even when the judge is accused of acting maliciously and 
corruptly.” Pierson v. Ray, 386 U.S. 547, 554 (1967); see also Fitzgerald, 457 U.S. at 745-46; 
Moskovits v. New York, 206 A.D.3d 535, 536 (1st Dep’t 2022) (“[T]he court correctly held the 
claim is barred by the doctrine of judicial immunity, which extends to all [j Judges and encompasses 
all judicial acts, even if such acts are in excess of their jurisdiction and are alleged to have been 
done maliciously or corruptly." (cleaned up)). In the few cases where prosecutors have brought 
criminal charges against judges for their judicial acts, courts have rejected them. See, e.g., United 
States v. Chaplin, 54 F. Supp. 926, 928 (S.D. Cal. 1944) (holding that judicial immunity barred 
the criminal prosecution of a judge who was "acting in his judicial capacity and within his 
jurisdiction in imposing sentence and probation upon a person charged with an offense in his court 
to which the defendant has pleaded guilty"). Reviewing many authorities, Chaplin concluded that 
absolute immunity shielded the judge from criminal prosecution as well as civil suit. /d. at 934 
(holding that criminal prosecution of judges for judicial acts “would . . . destroy the independence 
of the judiciary and mark the beginning of the end of an independent and fearless judiciary”); cf. 
Salomon v. Mahoney, 271 A.D. 478, 479-80 (1st Dep't 1946) (“The immunity of judges for 
statements made and acts done in their judicial capacity is for sound reasons of public interest and 
policy a fundamental principle of our jurisprudence on which rests the independence of the 
administration of justice."). The exact same reasoning applies to President Trump and all 


Presidents. 
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F. Public Policy Considerations Support Presidential Immunity From 
Prosecution 


In considering presidential immunity, the Supreme Court “has weighed concerns of public 
policy, especially as illuminated by our history and the structure of our government.” Fitzgerald, 
457 U.S. at 747-48 (citations omitted). Here, public policy overwhelmingly supports a finding of 
immunity from prosecution based on evidence of official acts. 

First, robust immunity is appropriate for officials who have “especially sensitive duties.” 
Fitzgerald, 457 U.S. at 746. The President’s duties are “highly sensitive.” Jd. at 756. 

Second, immunity is most appropriate for officials from whom “bold and unhesitating 
action” is required. Fitzgerald, 457 U.S. at 745.? “[T]o submit all officials, the innocent as well 
as the guilty, to the burden of a trial and to the inevitable danger of its outcome would dampen the 
ardor of all but the most resolute, or the most irresponsible, in the unflinching discharge of their 
duties,” and subject them “to the constant dread of retaliation.” Barr v. Matteo, 360 U.S. 564, 571- 
72 (1959) (quoting Gregoire v. Biddle, 177 F.2d 579, 581 (2d Cir. 1949) (Hand, J.)); see also id. 
at 571 (expressing concern that suits would “inhibit the fearless, vigorous, and effective 
administration of policies of government"). In Vance, the Supreme Court noted this concern was 


central to its adoption of absolute immunity for the President, holding that Fitzgerald “conclud[ed] 


? Similarly, in the context of immunity under the Speech or Debate Clause, which includes criminal 
immunity, “[t]here is little doubt that the instigation of criminal charges against critical or 
disfavored legislators by the executive in a judicial forum was the chief fear prompting the long 
struggle for parliamentary privilege in England and, in the context of the American system of 
separation of powers, is the predominate thrust of the Speech or Debate Clause. In scrutinizing 
this criminal prosecution, then, we look particularly to the prophylactic purposes of the clause." 
Johnson, 383 U.S. at 182. The Supreme Court has thus emphasized that criminal as well as civil 
immunity is essential for a legislator to have the freedom to exercise bold and unhesitating action 
in his or her legislative acts, which is itself essential to preserving the legislative “independence” 
required by the separation of powers: “The legislative privilege, protecting against possible 
prosecution by an unfriendly executive and conviction by a hostile judiciary, is one manifestation 
of the ‘practical security’ for ensuring the independence of the legislature." Id. at 179. 
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that a President... . must deal fearlessly and impartially with the duties of his office—not be made 
unduly cautious in the discharge of [those] duties by the prospect of civil liability for official acts.” 
140 S. Ct. at 2426 (cleaned up). The threat of criminal prosecution poses a greater risk of deterring 
bold and unhesitating action than the threat of civil suit. 

Third, "[f]requently acting under serious constraints of time and even information,” a 
President inevitably makes many important decisions, and "[d]efending these decisions, often 


5 


years after they were made, could impose unique and intolerable burdens . . . ." Jmbler v. 
Pachtman, 424 U.S. 409, 425-26 (1976). The President's “focus should not be blurred by even 
the subconscious knowledge" of the risk of future prosecution. Id. at 427. And “[t]here is no 
question that a criminal prosecution holds far greater potential for distracting a President and 
diminishing his ability to carry out his responsibilities than does the average civil suit." Vance, 
140 S. Ct. at 2452 (Alito, J., dissenting). Far more than civil liability, the threat of criminal 
prosecution undermines the President's “maximum ability to deal fearlessly and impartially with 
the duties of his office." Fitzgerald, 457 U.S. at 752 (citation and quotation marks omitted). 
Fourth, another key purpose of immunity for senior officials is to “prevent them being 
harassed by vexatious actions.” Spalding, 161 U.S. at 495 (quotation omitted); see also Vance, 
140 S. Ct. at 2452 (Alito, J., dissenting) (expressing concern that the subpoena “threaten[ed] to 
impair the functioning of the Presidency and provides no real protection against the use of the 
subpoena power by the Nation’s 2,300+ local prosecutors”). The President, as the most high- 
profile government official in the country, is most likely to draw politically motivated ire, and 
most likely to be targeted for harassment by vexatious actions. See Cheney v. U.S. Dist. Ct. for 
D.C., 542 U.S. 367, 369 (2004) (recognizing “the paramount necessity of protecting the Executive 


Branch from vexatious litigation that might distract it from the energetic performance of its 
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constitutional duties.”). The rationale of Vance, 140 S. Ct. at 2426, provides additional support 
for a finding of official immunity—as Fitzgerald, Spalding, Butz, Imbler, and similar cases held. 
Without immunity from criminal prosecution based on official acts, the presidency will cease to 
function and that will erode the bedrock of our republic. 


II. The Court Should Adjourn The Trial Until The Supreme Court Decides Trump v. 
United States 


While the concept of presidential immunity is firmly established, the doctrine’s scope 
presents a “serious and unsettled question of law.” Fitzgerald, 457 U.S. at 743. Therefore, the 
Court should adjourn the trial until the Supreme Court resolves Trump v. United States for several 
reasons. 

While adjournments are “ordinarily committed to the sound discretion of the trial court,” 
“in particular situations, when the protection of fundamental rights has been involved in requests 
for adjournments, that discretionary power has been more narrowly construed." People v. Spears, 
64 N.Y.2d 698, 699-700 (1984); see also People v. Foy, 32 N.Y.2d 473, 477 (1973) (recognizing 
that ^mere inconvenience is not sufficient ground for denying an adjournment when to do so would 
abridge a basic right"). Because of the importance of the Presidency in the constitutional order, 
as well as the Supremacy Clause and related federalism principles implicated here, the 
adjournment is warranted to ensure proper adjudication of the presidential immunity defense and 
to prevent improper evidence of official acts from being used in the unprecedented fashion 
apparently contemplated by the People. 

Waiting to try the case until after the Supreme Court addresses the question before it— 
following oral argument just next month—will likely simplify the application of the defense to 
evidentiary issues raised by the People's motions in limine. See Mook v. Homesafe Am., Inc., 144 


A.D.3d 1116, 1117 (2d Dep't 2016) (“[A] prior determination in the criminal proceeding could 
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have collateral estoppel effect in this action, thereby simplifying the issues.”). Specifically, as 
discussed below, the scope of “official acts” for purposes of applying presidential immunity is a 
developing area of the law that the Supreme Court is expected to address, at least to a certain 
extent, in Trump v. United States. See Gen. Aniline & Film Corp. v. Bayer Co., 305 N.Y. 479, 485 
(1953) (reasoning that “considerations of comity and orderly procedure” are relevant to stay 
application); cf. Arizonans for Off. Eng. v. Arizona, 520 U.S. 43, 63 n.18 (1997) (explaining that 
“in the interest of uniformity and to discourage forum shopping, the Arizona appeals court decided 
to defer to the federal litigation, forgoing independent analysis," including “stay[ing] proceedings 
pending our decision in this case"); Aquino v. United States, 2020 WL 1847783, at *1 (S.D.N.Y. 
Apr. 13, 2020) (noting that defendant's “motion has been the subject of judicial stays pending 
decisions of appellate courts"). 

The adjournment would also *avoid[] the unnecessary risk of inconsistent adjudications as 
to the defenses asserted" by President Trump in state and federal courts relating to the presidential 
immunity doctrine. Goodridge v. Fernandez, 121 A.D.2d 942, 945 (1st Dep't 1986); Belopolsky 
v. Renew Data Corp., 41 A.D.3d 322, 322 (1st Dep't 2007) (finding no abuse of discretion in stay, 
"[u]pon due consideration of the goals of judicial economy, orderly procedure and the prevention 
of inequitable results," where “the determination of the prior action may dispose of or limit issues 
which are involved in the subsequent action"); Schneider v. Lazard Freres & Co., 159 A.D.2d 291, 
293-94 (1st Dep't 1990) ("[W]e stay the New York action because the Delaware action raises 
numerous possibilities for the application of collateral estoppel . . . .”). 

Finally, the adjournment would mitigate the risk that an error in the application of this 
complex federal-law issue could require the Court, the parties, the State, the City, and the County 


to expend the resources necessary to re-try the case. 
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III. The People Must Be Precluded From Offering Evidence Of President Trump’s 
Official Acts 


The Court should preclude the People from offering evidence at trial that Your Honor 
determines, following a hearing outside the presence of the jury, constituted an “official act” during 
President Trump’s first term in Office. 

A. “Official Acts” Include Presidential Decisions On The “Outer Perimeter” 

The presidential immunity doctrine is “capacious by design.” Blassingame, 87 F.4th at 12. 
President Trump is entitled to immunity “for acts within the ‘outer perimeter’ of his official 
responsibility.” Fitzgerald, 457 U.S. at 756 (quoting Barr, 360 U.S. at 575). This “outer 
perimeter” includes presidential actions that “can reasonably be understood as the official actions 
of an office-holder," where it is “reasonable to think he was exercising his official responsibilities 
as President." Blassingame, 87 F.4th at 30. “The decisions from which [Fitzgerald] drew the 
outer-perimeter test make evident that a President’s official responsibilities encompass more than 
just those acts falling within the office’s express constitutional and statutory authority,” and also 
include even “discretionary acts" within the “concept of duty" associated with the Presidency. /d. 
at 13 (cleaned up). 

Put somewhat differently: an act lies within the outer perimeter of an official’s duties if it 

is the kind of act not manifestly or palpably beyond [the official’s] authority, but rather 

having more or less connection with the general matters committed by law to his control 
or supervision. 
Id. (cleaned up). 

“(T]he President's actions do not fall beyond the outer perimeter of official responsibility 
merely because they are unlawful or taken for a forbidden purpose." Blassingame, 87 F Ath at 14. 
The Supreme Court has so held, repeatedly. See, e.g., Fitzgerald, 457 U.S. at 756 (rejecting a rule 
that would permit “an inquiry into the President's motives" as “highly intrusive"); Pierson v. Ray, 


386 U.S. 547, 554 (1967) (reasoning that judicial “immunity applies even when the judge is 
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accused of acting maliciously and corruptly”); Barr, 360 U.S. at 575 (“The claim of an unworthy 
purpose does not destroy the privilege.”); Spalding, 161 U.S. at 498 (holding that immunity does 
not turn on “any personal motive that might be alleged to have prompted his action”); Bradley v. 
Fisher, 80 U.S. 335, 354 (1871) (holding that immunity “cannot be affected by any consideration 
of the motives with which the acts are done"). 

B. The Court Must Preclude Evidence Of Official Acts 

President Trump is entitled to “every opportunity" to prevent official-acts evidence from 
being used against him at trial, and the Court must preclude such evidence. Blassingame, 87 F.4th 
at 22. 

In assessing whether immunity applies, the Court must look to the “nature of the act itself." 
Stump v. Sparkman, 435 U.S. 349, 362 (1978). “[T]here is not always a clear line between [the 
President's] personal and official affairs.” Trump v. Mazars USA, LLP, 591 U.S. 848, 868 (2020). 
The issue is whether the action can “reasonably be understood” as official. Blassingame, 87 F.4th 
at 21 (quoting Trump v. Hawaii, 585 U.S. 667, 705 (2018)). "[T]he inquiry does not consist of 
trying to identify speech that would benefit a president politically." Id. at 22 (cleaned up). “When 
an appropriately objective, context-specific assessment yields no sufficiently clear answer in either 
direction, the President, in our view, should be afforded immunity." Blassingame, 87 F 4th at 21. 

In the current procedural posture, Blassingame and other immunity authorities require the 
Court to preclude the People from offering evidence at trial of President Trump's official acts. For 
example, in Johnson, the Supreme Court held that, in a case involving “a criminal statute of general 
application," the prosecutors could *not draw in question the legislative acts of the defendant 
member of Congress or his motives for performing them" under the Speech or Debate Clause. 383 
U.S. at 185. "[A]ll references to this aspect of the conspiracy" had to be “eliminated” so that the 


case was “wholly purged of elements offensive to the Speech or Debate Clause." Id. 
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Under these appropriate standards, President Trump’s social media posts and public 
statements—while acting as President and viewed in context—fell within the outer perimeter of 
his Presidential duty, to which communicating with the public on matters of public concern was 
central. See, e.g., Exs. 1-6; Hawaii, 585 U.S. at 701 (“The President of the United States possesses 
an extraordinary power to speak to his fellow citizens . . . .”); see also Council on Am. Islamic 
Rels. v. Ballenger, 444 F.3d 659, 665-666 (D.C. Cir. 2006) (“A Member's ability to do his job as 
a legislator effectively is tied, as in this case, to the Member's relationship with the public and in 
particular his constituents and colleagues in the Congress. In other words, there was a clear nexus 
between the congressman answering a reporter's question about the congressman's personal life 
and the congressman's ability to carry out his representative responsibilities effectively. To that 
extent, service in the United States Congress is not a job like any other." (cleaned up)); see also 
Pleasant Grove City v. Summum, 555 U.S. 460, 467-68 (2009) (*A government entity has the right 
to speak for itself... ... [I]t is entitled to say what it wishes, and to select the views that it wants to 
express." (cleaned up)); Barr, 360 U.S. at 574-75 (finding agency head immune from libel suit 
where commenting on, inter alia, “his own integrity in his public capacity," which “had been 
directly and severely challenged in charges made on the floor of the Senate and given wide 
publicity”); JEFFREY K. TULIS, THE RHETORICAL PRESIDENCY 4 (2017) (“Today it is taken for 
granted that presidents have a duty constantly to defend themselves publicly . . . And for many, 
this presidential ‘function’ is not one duty among many, but rather the heart of the presidency— 
its essential task.") (emphasis in original). 

President Trump's April 5, 2018 statement from Air Force One is a powerful example of 
the manner in which the context of the statement—here, the location— bears on the analysis. See 


Ex. 4; Blassingame, 87 F.4th at 22 ("[S]everal objective considerations strongly suggest that the 
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speech was—and was treated by the President and executive branch as—part of an official event, 
regardless of whether what was said or how it was conceived might have borne some subjective 
connection to enhancing President Trump's re-election prospects.”). 

With respect to President Trump’s social media posts, e.g., Exs. 1-3, the official-acts 
conclusion is supported by the fact that his Twitter account was “one of the White House’s main 
vehicles for conducting official business." Knight First Amend. Inst. v. Trump, 928 F.3d 226, 232 
(2d Cir. 2019), judgment vacated as moot, 141 S. Ct. 1220 (2021); see also Blassingame, 87 F.4th 
at 21 (reasoning that “if an activity is organized and promoted by official White House channels," 
“it is more likely an official presidential undertaking"). Indeed, the Second Circuit held “that the 
evidence of the official nature of the Account is overwhelming." Knight First Amend. Inst., 928 
F.3d at 234. 

The Office of Government Ethics (“OGE”), “established by the Ethics in Government Act 
of 1978, provides overall leadership and oversight of the executive branch ethics program, which 
is designed to prevent and resolve conflicts of interest." Because OGE regulates Executive 
Branch personnel, President Trump's communications with OGE during his first term were also 
official acts and are therefore also inadmissible at trial. See, e.g., Ex. 7. 

Finally, there is no constitutionally significant distinction to be drawn between documents 
and testimony for purposes of presidential immunity. Thus, the Court must preclude the People 
from eliciting testimony relating to official-acts communications by President Trump, such as 
those disclosed in grand jury testimony by iE "MA The same rule applies, to the extent 


President Trump's statements were official in nature, for other witnesses. 


10 US. OFFICE OF  Gov'T  ErHICS; OGE AGENCY PROFILE 4 (2020) 
https://www.oge.gov/web/OGE.nsf/0/0DCB095C47EB209D85258610005CA2D3/$FILE/2020%200GE 
%20Profile%20Book%20(Final).pdf. 
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CONCLUSION 
For the foregoing reasons, the Court should (1) adjourn the trial pending Supreme Court 
review of the scope of the presidential immunity doctrine in Trump v. United States, which is 
scheduled to be argued before the Supreme Court on April 25, 2024; and (2) following an 
evidentiary hearing outside the presence of the jury, preclude evidence of President Trump’s 


official acts at trial based on presidential immunity. 


Dated: March 7, 2024 
New York, N.Y. 
By: /s/ Todd Blanche 
Susan R. Necheles Todd Blanche 
Gedalia Stern Emil Bove 
NechelesLaw LLP Stephen Weiss 
1120 Sixth Avenue, 4th Floor Blanche Law PLLC 
New York, NY 10036 99 Wall Street, Suite 4460 
212-997-7400 New York, NY 10005 
srn@necheleslaw.com 212-716-1260 
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EXHIBIT 3 


SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK 
COUNTY OF NEW YORK: PART 59 


THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK | PEOPLE’S OPPOSITION TO 
| DEFENDANT'S MOTION TO 


-against- | EXCLUDE EVIDENCE AND FOR 
| AN ADJOURNMENT BASED ON 
DONALD J. TRUMP, | PRESIDENTIAL IMMUNITY 
Defendant. | Ind. No. 71543-23 
INTRODUCTION 


On March 7, 2024, defendant filed a motion seeking two forms of relief: (1) preclusion of 
evidence of defendant’s “official acts at trial based on presidential immunity”; and (2) “an 
adjournment of the trial pending review of the scope of the presidential immunity doctrine in 
Trump v. United States,” which the Supreme Court has scheduled for argument on April 25, 2024. 
Notably, unlike in the pending Supreme Court case, defendant is not seeking dismissal of the 
criminal charges here on the basis of presidential immunity. Compare United States v. Trump, 91 
F.4th 1173, 1180 (D.C. Cir. 2024) (“Former President Trump moved to dismiss the Indictment’), 
with Mot. 1-2, 24. Indeed, he has never asserted such a defense in this criminal proceeding, and he 
"expressly waived any argument premised on a theory of absolute presidential immunity" in his 
unsuccessful effort to remove this action to federal court. New York v. Trump, No. 23-3773, 2023 
WL 4614689, at *8 (S.D.N.Y. July 19, 2023), appeal dismissed sub nom. People v. Trump, No. 
23-1085, 2023 WL 9380793 (2d Cir. Nov. 15, 2023). Instead, defendant invokes presidential 
immunity here solely as a basis to preclude certain 2018 statements he made after the conduct 
charged in the indictment, and then relies on such preclusion to seek an adjournment of the trial. 

This Court should deny the motion in its entirety. As a threshold matter, defendant's 


immunity argument is untimely, and can be rejected at this stage on that basis alone. Defendant 


has provided no valid reason for waiting until a mere two-and-a-half weeks before trial to raise 
this immunity argument when he has long been aware of the defense of absolute presidential 
immunity and evidence of the 2018 “pressure campaign” was expressly discussed nearly one year 
ago both in the grand jury and in the statement of facts issued with the indictment in this case. 
Defendant's attempt to link this case to the pending Supreme Court appeal in Trump v. United 
States is particularly egregious when, even setting aside that the immunity issue there is dissimilar, 
the very existence of that appeal shows that defendant could have raised an immunity argument 
months before the current motion. 

In any event, defendant’s immunity argument is meritless. The 2018 statements on which 
defendant bases his immunity claim are not the subject of the criminal charges here. Even assuming 
that those statements constitute official conduct, there is no categorical bar to using evidence of 
immunized conduct in a trial involving non-immunized conduct, as several courts have recognized. 
Regardless, the 2018 statements do not constitute official acts. Multiple courts have now rejected 
defendant’s sweeping claim that every statement he made as President is an official act enjoying 
absolute immunity. Here, all of the statements that are the subject of defendant’s motion involved 
defendant speaking in his personal capacity regarding his personal affairs. 

Because defendant’s immunity argument is either untimely presented or meritless, this 
Court should deny his motion in its entirety, including his request to adjourn the forthcoming trial. 


ARGUMENT 


A. The unexplained and belated nature of defendant’s motion warrants denial or, 
alternatively, deferral on deciding defendant’s evidentiary objection. 


The CPL makes clear that parties must abide by court-ordered deadlines for “all pre-trial 
motions.” CPL 255.20(1). That requirement is critical “to avoid the proliferation experienced 


under prior procedure in which a defendant could bombard the courts and Judges with dilatory 


tactics continuing right up to the eve of trial.” People v. Lawrence, 64 N.Y.2d 200, 204-05 (1984). 
Unless a party identifies a valid reason for delay, filings beyond a court’s deadlines “may be 
summarily denied.” CPL 255.20(3). 

Here, the Court may summarily deny defendant’s belated request to preclude evidence 
because defendant has failed to identify any plausible excuse for waiting until two-and-a-half 
weeks before trial to file this motion. Months ago, this Court set a September 29, 2023, deadline 
for omnibus motions and a February 22, 2024, deadline for motions in limine. There is no 
justification whatsoever for defendant to disregard these deadlines and wait until a mere two-and- 
a-half weeks before jury selection to assert an argument about presidential immunity for the first 
time. Defendant was sufficiently aware of the issue of presidential immunity to waive it in the 
federal removal proceeding in this case on June 15, 2023, see Def.’s Mem. of Law Opp. Mot. for 
Remand 21, People v. Trump, No. 23- 03773, Dkt. No. 34 (June 15, 2023), and to raise it as a 
ground for dismissal in the D.C. prosecution on October 5, 2023, see Mot. to Dismiss Indictment 
Based on Presidential Immunity, United States v. Trump, No. 23-cr-00257, Dkt. No. 74 (D.D.C. 
Oct. 5, 2023). Moreover, the facts that defendant relies on now to support his current immunity 
arguments were also made available to him months ago. The indictment identified specific records 
from “the period in 2017 when President Trump was in office” (Mot. 1). And contrary to 
defendant’s suggestion that the People’s recent motions in limine identified for the first time the 
"*pressure campaign’ by President Trump in 2018 relating to Michael Cohen" (Mot. 2), that 


pressure campaign was described in the People’s statement of facts filed on April 4, 2023 
(Statement of Facts 11 35-40); defendant's 2018 social-media statements Po 


| l that defendant has possessed since May 23, 2023 (e.g., 


Tr. 749, 922-23, 939); and defendant literally cites to D in describing 
E that he claims are subject to immunity (Mot. 4). 


Defendant is also wrong to suggest that “the timing of this motion” is supported by recent 
actions by the U.S. Supreme Court (Mot. 2). The recent decision about Colorado’s disqualification 
of defendant from the Republican primary ballot in that State, Trump v. Anderson, No. 23-719, 
2024 WL 899207 (U.S. Mar. 4, 2024), concerned an application of Section 3 of the Fourteenth 
Amendment to defendant’s acts of insurrection on January 6, 2021; this case does not seek 
disqualification, does not concern the Fourteenth Amendment, and concerns different acts of 
election interference by defendant. And in United States v. Trump, No. 23-939, the Supreme Court 
will consider whether defendant has absolute presidential immunity from criminal prosecution for 
his official acts while in office; as will be discussed below, the charged conduct here does not 
involve any official acts, and defendant has not asserted presidential immunity for the charged 
conduct in any event. Defendant cannot justify an eve-of-trial motion, based on legal arguments 
that could have been raised six months ago, based on U.S. Supreme Court cases that have nothing 
to do with this prosecution aside from his involvement as a defendant. 

In the alternative, this Court would also be well within its discretion to defer any 
determination on the admissibility of this evidence until trial. Even assuming that there were a 
valid reason for this late filing, the CPL provides only that this Court may resolve the motion “at 
any-time before the end of the trial." CPL 255.20(3). Nothing thus compels this Court to address 
a late filing before trial. 

It would make particular sense here to defer ruling on defendant's evidentiary objections, 
even assuming that this Court were inclined to overlook defendant's disregard of the Court's 


deadlines. Defendant repeatedly complains that the People have not “describe[d] the evidence they 


intend to offer in detail” (Mot. 1). That complaint is misplaced given the details provided in the 
indictment, statement of facts, grand jury minutes, and subsequent briefing. But even assuming 
that defendant’s complaint were valid, the solution is to proceed to trial, where the People can 
present their case in chief and dispel defendant’s apparent confusion. Although this Court certainly 
has the discretion to rule on evidentiary objections before trial, there is no obstacle to its “refusing 
to do so in advance of the time when the question presents itself in regular course.” People v. 
Ocasio, 47 N.Y.2d 55, 59 (1979). Thus, if this Court does not summarily deny defendant’s late- 
filed motion, it could also simply defer any ruling until trial. 


B. Defendant’s claim of presidential immunity is not a basis for precluding evidence that 
is otherwise relevant and admissible. 


Assuming that this Court decides to address defendant's claims now, it should deny 
defendant's request to preclude evidence based on a theory of presidential immunity. 


1. Defendant does not claim immunity based on the charged conduct, and 
there would be no such immunity in any event. 


As an initial matter, defendant does not appear to be raising any claim of absolute 
presidential immunity based on the actual criminal charges here. The indictment charged 34 counts 
of falsifying business records in the first degree based on false entries that defendant made or 
caused in 2017. Defendant's motion, however, makes no immunity argument at all regarding those 
records. Instead, the motion focuses on a series of public communications by defendant in 2018, 
and argues that these "social media posts and public statements" are official acts for which 
defendant should be immune from prosecution (Mot. 22; see generally id. at 3-4, 20-23). 
Defendant's only reference to evidence from 2017 is his complaint that the People “have not 
provided sufficiently specific notice" of the “documents and testimony relating to the period in 


2017" to allow him “to distinguish between personal and official acts” (Mot. 1). But that complaint 


cannot possibly refer to the 2017 conduct charged in the indictment, which precisely identifies the 
documents supporting each count of falsifying business records in the first degree. ! 

Defendant’s current motion thus raises no presidential immunity argument regarding the 
actual charges in the indictment. Such an interpretation would be consistent with defendant’s 
general approach to the immunity defense throughout this litigation. As discussed, defendant 
expressly waived presidential immunity in his federal removal proceeding, even though “one of 
the most important reasons for removal is to have the validity of the defense of official immunity 
tried in a federal court.” Willingham v. Morgan, 395 U.S. 402, 407 (1969). And defendant also 
failed to raise an immunity defense in his omnibus motions in this proceeding, thus further waiving 
any defense based on presidential immunity to the charges here. See Carroll v. Trump, 88 F.4th 
418, 429-30 (2d Cir. 2023) (holding, in removed civil proceeding, that defendant waived defense 
of presidential immunity by failing to raise it in “his answer to Plaintiffs original complaint in 
New York state court"). 

In any event, any claim of presidential immunity based on the charged conduct would be 
meritless. As an initial matter, there is a serious question about whether a former President can 


claim absolute presidential immunity against criminal liability at all. The Supreme Court has made 


! Tn any event, defendant is wrong to say that there has not been adequate notice on this front. First, 
the indictment and statement of facts provided more than adequate notice. Second, defendant 
acknowledged as much by seeking to remove this proceeding to federal court on the ground that 
the charged conduct related to acts performed under color of his former presidential office. See 
Notice of Removal 11 25-30, New York v. Trump, No. 23-3773, Dkt. No. 1 (S.D.N.Y. May 4, 
2023). Third, the federal removal proceeding involved extensive briefing and an evidentiary 
hearing on the precise question—the distinction “between personal and official acts” (Mot. 1)— 
that defendant claims to be mystified about here. See Trump, 2023 WL 4614689, at *7 (“The 
evidence overwhelmingly suggests that the matter was a purely a personal item of the President.... 
Hush money paid to an adult film star is not related to a President's official acts."). Finally, 
defendant should have requested more details in his several requests for a bill of particulars, yet 
inexplicably failed to do so on this ground. 


clear—in a case involving this defendant—that a sitting President is subject to both federal and 
state criminal process, including “when the President is under investigation,” and specifically 
observed that “state grand juries are free to investigate a sitting President with an eye toward 
charging him after completion of his term,” as has occurred here. Vance, 140 S. Ct. at 2426-27 
(emphasis added); see also Nixon v. Fitzgerald, 418 U.S. 683, 706 (1974). And although the 
Department of Justice has long taken the position that a President cannot be criminally prosecuted 
while in office, it has also emphasized that this temporary immunity “would not preclude such 
prosecution once the President’s term is over.” U.S. Dep’t of Justice, Office of Legal Counsel, A 
Sitting President’s Amenability to Indictment and Criminal Prosecution, 24 Op. OLC 222, 255 
(2000) (Ex. 18); see also U.S. Dep’t of Justice, Office of Legal Counsel, Amenability of the 
President, Vice President and other Civil Officers to Federal Criminal Prosecution While in Office 
32 (Sept. 24, 1973) (Ex. 19). There is thus no clear support for a former President claiming 
immunity against criminal charges. 

At most, however, any immunity would be limited to defendant’s actions that were 
plausibly within his official responsibilities as President. The President possesses “absolute 
immunity from damages liability predicated on his official acts," which extends to “acts within the 
‘outer perimeter’ of his official responsibility.” Fitzgerald, 457 U.S. at 749, 756. But there is “no 
support for an immunity for unofficial conduct"—i.e., conduct “beyond the scope of any action 
taken in an official capacity.” Clinton v. Jones, 520 U.S. 681, 694-95 (1997) (quoting Forrester v. 
White, 484 U.S. 219, 229 (1988)). 

Here, the charged conduct involves unofficial rather than official acts by defendant, as the 
federal district court found in addressing the related question of whether defendant was acting 


“under color of office" here. Specifically, the court found that “[t]he evidence overwhelmingly 


suggests that the matter [i.e., the conduct charged here] was a purely a personal item of the 
President—a cover-up of an embarrassing event. Hush money paid to an adult film star is not 
related to a President’s official acts. It does not reflect in any way the color of the President’s 
official duties.” Trump, 2023 WL 4614689, at *7. Moreover, in the federal proceeding, defendant 
“conceded ... that he hired Cohen to attend to his private matters," and the court identified 
multiple additional facts demonstrating that the conduct alleged here was unofficial: “Cohen’s 
invoices and their associated records were maintained by the Trump Organization, a private 
enterprise, in New York City, not in Washington, D.C. as official records of the President. Trump 
paid Cohen from private funds, and the payments did not depend on any Presidential power for 
their authorization." /d. 

At base, as the federal court correctly recognized, the falsified business records at issue 
here were generated as part of a scheme to reimburse defendant's personal lawyer for an entirely 
unofficial expenditure that was made before defendant became President—namely, Michael 
Cohen's October 2016 payment of $130,000 to an adult film actress, in exchange for her signing 
of a nondisclosure agreement regarding her sexual encounter with defendant. There is no colorable 
argument that these actions constituted official conduct, and accordingly no basis for defendant to 
assert absolute presidential immunity based on those actions. See Clinton, 520 U.S. at 696 (the 
President *is otherwise subject to the laws for his purely private acts").? Perhaps for this reason, 


defendant does not raise such an immunity defense here. 


? Defendant's extended discussion of presidential immunity based on “official acts" (Mot. 5-18) 
is thus entirely beside the point. And his attempt to analogize this case to Trump v. United States 
(Mot. 18-19) is also meritless, as the courts in that criminal case have assumed that the charged 
conduct involved official acts. See Trump v. United States, No. 23-939, 2024 WL 833184, at *1 
(U.S. Feb. 28, 2024); Trump, 91 F.4th at 1205 n.14. 


2. No categorical rule precludes admission of evidence of official acts that is 
relevant to criminal charges for non-immune conduct. 


Because defendant has no argument based on presidential immunity for the charged 
conduct, his only argument is based on presidential immunity for 2018 public statements he made 
that he claims constitute “official acts” subject to presidential immunity (Mot. 20-23). But 
defendant is not being criminally charged for those 2018 statements. Compare Trump, 91 F.4th at 
1180-82, 1188 (rejecting defendant’s claim of presidential immunity from “the conduct alleged in 
the Indictment”). Nor are the People seeking to subpoena this information from defendant, since 
all the statements are already publicly available. Compare Trump v. Vance, 140 S. Ct. 2412, 2429 
(2020) (rejecting claim of absolute presidential immunity from responding to state grand jury 
subpoena). In other words, defendant is not raising presidential immunity for any of the purposes 
that the defense typically serves: namely, immunity from criminal charges or criminal process. 

Instead, defendant makes the peculiar argument that immunity can somehow preclude 
introduction of evidence of official presidential acts in a criminal proceeding, even if that evidence 
is otherwise relevant and admissible for criminal charges to which no immunity attaches (Mot. 
20). Defendant cites no precedent supporting such a rule of preclusion, and several courts have 
squarely held otherwise. See United States v. Wen, slip op. 2-3, No. 04-cr-241 (E.D. Wisc. Sept. 
12, 2025) (attached as Ex. 1) (consular immunity “does not create an evidentiary privilege that 
renders evidence of such conduct inadmissible at trial”), conviction aff'd, 477 F.3d 896, 897 (7th 
Cir. 2007); United States v. Zhong, No. 16-614, 2018 WL 6186474, at *6 (E.D.N.Y. Nov. 26, 
2018) (“Although Defendant is entitled to residual immunity from prosecution, the government 
may admit evidence of Defendant’s acts while he was an accredited diplomat...."), rev'd on other 
grounds, 26 F.4th 536 (2d Cir. 2022). Indeed, the Second Circuit, while reversing the conviction 


in Zhong on other grounds, agreed with the district court that “there is no per se bar on the use of 


immune behavior in completing the story—or proving a defendant’s knowledge, intent, or 
planning—of charged non-immune conduct.” Zhong, 26 F.4th at 553 n.9. 

To be sure, prosecutors may not introduce evidence of immunized conduct in support of 
criminal charges directly based on such conduct. The Supreme Court held as much in United States 
v. Johnson, 383 U.S. 169 (1966) (cited at Mot. 21), concluding that a conspiracy charge could not 
be predicated on conduct immunized by the federal Constitution's Speech and Debate Clause, 
although it could proceed on other non-immune evidence. See id. at 184-85. Here, by contrast, the 
People are not pursuing criminal charges arising from defendant's 2018 statements at all. Instead, 
as the People have explained in their motions in limine (pp. 50-53), the evidence of defendant's 
2018 pressure campaign against Stormy Daniels and Michael Cohen will be introduced as 
Molineux evidence to establish, among other things, defendant's consciousness of guilt. New York 
courts have held that such Molineux evidence is distinct from direct evidence of charged conduct. 
See, e.g., People v. Snagg, 35 A.D.3d 1287, 1288 (4th Dep't 2006) (distinguishing between 
elements of conspiracy charge and separate Molineux evidence); People v. Morales, 309 A.D.2d 
1065, 1066 (3d Dep't 2003) (same). Because the 2018 conduct on which defendant bases his 
immunity argument is thus not the subject of the criminal charges in the indictment, but instead 
bears only on "defendant's knowledge, intent, or planning . . . of charged non-immune conduct,” 


Zhong, 26 F.4th at 553 n.9, there is no categorical rule foreclosing its admission. 


? The Second Circuit reversed the conviction in Zhong because it found that the bad-acts evidence 
at issue did not satisfy the federal equivalent of the Molineux rule. Zhong, 26 F.4th at 551-53. 
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3. Defendant’s 2018 conduct would not constitute official acts in any event. 

Finally, even assuming that there were some rule precluding use of evidence of official acts 
in a criminal prosecution not arising from such acts, that rule would not apply here because the 
2018 actions described in defendant’s motion were not official acts. 

Defendant’s basic claim is that all of his 2018 public statements were official acts because 
he was “communicating with the public on matters of public concern” (Mot. 22). But the D.C. 
Circuit has squarely rejected the argument that “all of a President's speech on matters of public 
concern, as a categorical rule, is an exercise of official presidential responsibility.” Blassingame 
v. Trump, 87 F. Ath 1, 15 (D.C. Cir. 2023). Moreover, “whether the President speaks (or engages 
in conduct) on a matter of public concern bears no necessary correlation with whether he speaks 
(or engages in conduct) in his official or personal capacity.” /d. at 16. Rather, the question is 
whether, for each of the statements at issue here, defendant was “act[ing] in an unofficial, private 
capacity," or instead "carrying out the official duties of the presidency.” /d. at 4. 

Applying that standard, the United States District Court for the Southern District of New 
York recently held that defendant was not acting in an official capacity—and hence did not enjoy 
absolute presidential immunity—when he made several statements in 2019 on Twitter, in remarks 
to reporters, and in an interview regarding an individual who had accused him of sexual assault. 
See Carroll v. Trump, No. 20-7311, 2023 WL 4393067, at *2-3, *9-11 (S.D.N.Y. July 5, 2023), 
aff d in part, appeal dismissed in part, 88 F Ath 418 (2d Cir. 2023). The district court found that 
defendant could not invoke presidential immunity simply by making the general claim that the 
President's official duties include responding to personal attacks; instead, the court found that “the 
content of [defendant's] statements matter," and concluded that defendant's personal attacks on 


his accuser lacked “any connection . . . to any official responsibility of the president.” /d. at *11. 
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Here, too, the 2018 statements that defendant cursorily claims are official acts are in fact 
“disconnected entirely from an official function.” /d. All of the statements concern a subject matter 
that a federal court has already determined to be purely personal, rather than official. See Trump, 
2023 WL 4614689, at *7. The content of the statements confirms that, even in 2018, defendant 
was commenting on this personal matter in his personal capacity. For example, many of 
defendant’s 2018 social media posts and interview statements comment on his relationship with 
Michael Cohen—but, as defendant averred in the federal removal proceeding, defendant had at 
that time hired Cohen as his “personal lawyer . . . to handle his personal affairs." Id. at *3 (quoting 
defendant’s notice of removal). And defendant has utterly failed to identify any specific official 
duty or responsibility that defendant was fulfilling, or official authority that defendant was 
invoking, in making gratuitous public statements in 2018 regarding his personal affairs or his 
personal lawyer. Instead, defendant was making these statements “in an unofficial, private 
capacity," Blassingame, 87 F.4th at 16, thereby foreclosing any invocation of absolute presidential 
immunity. 

C. Adjournment of the trial is not warranted under any circumstance. 

Because defendant’s immunity argument is untimely raised, inapposite to admissibility, or 
simply meritless, there is no basis whatsoever to adjourn the forthcoming trial. But an adjournment 
would not be warranted even if there were any merit to defendant’s current argument. As 
discussed, defendant raises no immunity argument regarding the charged conduct; thus, unlike in 
Trump v. United States, there is no threshold barrier to proceeding to trial. Moreover, evidentiary 
objections are routinely raised and resolved mid-trial when the question of admissibility becomes 
ripe. There is no danger in following that procedure here, when the evidence in question is not 
privileged or unduly prejudicial. And, to the extent that there is any credibility to defendant’s 


current complaint that the relevant facts are unclear (Mot. 1), factual development at trial may very 
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well clarify whether and to what extent defendant may have any viable claim of presidential 


immunity. As the D.C. Circuit has observed, claims of official immunity are necessarily fact-bound 


and may depend on the record developed at trial. See Blassingame, 87 F.4th at 5. There would thus 


be no reason to adjourn the upcoming trial, even assuming defendant had timely presented a 


colorable immunity argument as a basis for precluding evidence. 


CONCLUSION 


Defendant’s motion to exclude evidence and for an adjournment should be denied. 


Dated: March 13, 2024 


Steven C. Wu 
Philip V. Tisne 
Of Counsel 
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Respectfully submitted, 


/s/ Matthew Colangelo 
Matthew Colangelo 
Christopher Conroy 

Susan Hoffinger 

Becky Mangold 

Joshua Steinglass 

Assistant District Attorneys 
New York County District Attorney’s Office 
1 Hogan Place 

New York, NY 10013 
212-335-9000 


SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK 
COUNTY OF NEW YORK: PART 59 


THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK | 
| Ind. No. 71543-23 
-against- ! 
DONALD J. TRUMP, 
Defendant. 
AFFIRMATION OF SERVICE 
The undersigned affirms under penalty of perjury that on March 13, 2024, he served the 
foregoing Opposition to Defendant’s Motion to Exclude Evidence and for an Adjournment Based 
on Presidential Immunity on counsel for defendant (Todd Blanche, Susan Necheles, Emil Bove, 
Gedalia Stern, and Stephen Weiss) by email with consent. 
Dated: March 13, 2024 Respectfully submitted, 


/s/ Matthew Colangelo 
Matthew Colangelo 


Assistant District Attorney 


EXHIBIT 4 


SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK 
COUNTY OF NEW YORK: PART 59 


THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK DECISION AND ORDER 
ON DEFENDANT’S MOTION 
against - TO EXCLUDE EVIDENCE 
AND FOR AN 
DONALD J. TRUMP, ADJOURNMENT ON THE 
GROUNDS OF 
Defendant. PRESIDENTIAL IMMUNITY 


Ind. No. 71543/2023 


HON. JUAN M. MERCHAN A J.S.C.: 


On April 4, 2023, the Defendant was arraigned before this Court on an indictment charging 
him with 34 counts of Falsifying Business Records in the First Degree, in violation of Penal Law $ 
175.10. 

On May 4, 2023, the Defendant filed a notice of removal to federal court. People v. Trump, SD 
NY No. 23-CV-03775 (AKH), ECF No. 1. In opposing the People's motion to remand the case back 
to New York County Supreme Court, Defendant, while arguing that he “...has more than adequately 
demonstrated a federal defense entitling him to Supremacy Clause immunity," made clear in that same 
section that he was fully aware of the defense of presidential immunity. Id. at ECF No. 34 at pgs. 21- 
23. 

On October 5, 2023, Defendant moved to dismiss the indictment in United States v. Trump, US 
Dist Ct, DDC No. 23-CR-257 (TSC), where he is charged with four criminal counts stemming from 
actions he allegedly engaged in to interfere with the 2020 presidential election. United States v. Trump, 
US Dist Ct, DDC 23 CR 257, (TSC) ECF No. 74. In his motion, he argued among other things, that 
the federal charges should be dismissed on the grounds of presidential immunity, that the “scope of 
criminal immunity includes all actions that fall within the ‘outer perimeter’ of the President's official 
duties,” and that “making public statements, including tweets, about matters of national concern is an 
official action that lies at the heart of Presidential duties.” /d. at pgs. 21, 28. The motion was denied 
by Judge Tanya S. Chutkan on December 1, 2023. Id. at ECF No. 171. Defendant appealed on 
December 7, 2023. On February 6, 2024, after further briefing by the parties, the United States Court 


of Appeals, District of Columbia Circuit, upheld Judge Chutkan’s decision. United States v. Trump, 91 


F4th 1173 [DC Cir 2024]. On February 28, 2024, the Supreme Court granted certiorari in the matter of 
Trump v. United States, --Sct-- 2024 WL 833184 [2024], Defendant’s Memo at pg. 2. 

On February 22, 2024, Defendant filed his motions zu /imine in the instant matter. Attached to 
the motions was the Affirmation of Todd Blanche, (hereinafter “Blanche MIL Affirmation”), which 
contained numerous exhibits. Exhibit 5 contained statements purportedly made by Defendant, which 
the People intend to introduce at trial. Defendant sought to preclude the “94 statements allegedly 
made by President Trump in various forms of media..." Motions in /imine (hereinafter “Defendant’s 
MIL”). Defendant’s MIL at pgs. 40-43. On February 22, 2024, the People also filed their motions in 
limine (hereinafter “People’s MIL”), wherein the People argued that this Court should “permit the 
introduction of evidence regarding the defendant’s attempts to dissuade witnesses from cooperating 
with law enforcement because such evidence shows defendant’s consciousness of guilt and 
corroborates his intent.” People’s MIL at pg. 50. The People specifically noted that “defendant has 
targeted Cohen and Daniels on social media and in other public statements with persistent, harassing, 
and denigrating comments.” Id. at pg. 51. 

On February 29, 2024, Defendant responded to the People’s motions in Amine (hereinafter 
"Defendant's MIL Opposition”). In his response, Defendant argued that the People “must pre-clear” 
the evidence of a purported pressure campaign against witnesses with the Court prior to its 
introduction at trial. Defendant's MIL Opposition at pg. 29. Specifically, Defendant argued that the 
"People need to identify the witness(es) in question, the substance of the proffered testimony, and 
any related exhibits they seek to offer. Id. 

On March 7, 2024, Defendant filed the instant motion to exclude evidence and for an 
adjournment based on presidential immunity (hereinafter “Defendant’s Memo"). At the time 
Defendant's Memo was filed, trial was set to commence on March 25, 2024. On March 13, 2024, the 


People filed their motion in opposition (hereinafter “People’s Opposition.”). 


CONTENTIONS OF THE PARTIES 
Defendant seeks (1) “an adjournment of the trial pending review of the scope of the 
presidential immunity doctrine in Tramp v. United States’ and (2) preclusion of “evidence of President 
Trump's official acts at trial based on presential immunity.” Defendant argues that he is (1) immune 
from state prosecution based on official acts, (2) the instant matter should be adjourned in light of the 
recent action by the Supreme Court of the United States of America granting certiorari, and (3) that the 


People should be precluded from offering evidence of President l'rump's official acts. Specifically, the 


Defendant argues that he is entitled to immunity “for acts within the ‘outer perimeter’ of his official 
responsibility.” Defendants Motion at pg. 20, citing to Nixon v. Fitzgerald, 457 US 371 (1982). 

The People cite to Criminal Procedure Law (“CPL”) § 255.20(3) and argue that Defendant’s 
motion must be denied as untimely. They further argue that Defendant’s claim of presidential 
immunity 1s “not a basis for precluding evidence that is otherwise relevant and admissible.” People’s 
Opposition at pg. 5. The People also argue that the Defendant provides no authority to support his 
claim that immunity can “preclude the introduction of evidence of official presidential acts in a 
criminal proceeding, even if that evidence is otherwise relevant and admissible for charges to which 
no immunity attaches.” id. at 9. Finally, the People note that although Defendant argues that 
presidential immunity applies to potential Mo/zgezx evidence, he does vo/ argue that the defense applies 


to the charged conduct at the heart of the instant Indictment. Id. 


DISCUSSION 

For the following reasons, Defendant's motion is DENIED as untimely. 

"Except as otherwise expressly provided by law, whether the defendant is represented by 
counsel or elects to proceed pro se, all pre-trial motions shall be served or filed within forty-five davs 
after arraignment and befóre commencement of trial, or within such additional time as the court may 
fix upon application of the defendant made prior to the entry of judgment.” CPL § 255.20(1). The 
court must entertain and decide on its merits an appropriate pre-trial motion based upon "grounds of 
which the defendant could not, with due diligence, have previously been aware, or which, for other 
good cause, could not reasonably have been raised” within the period specified by CPL § 255.20(1). 
CPL § 255.20(3). A court may summarily deny a motion that is filed late. William C. Donnino, Practice 
Commentary, McKinney's Cons Laws of NY, CPL § 255.20 

A court's decision on the issue of timeliness is discretionary. See People v. Marte, 197 AD3d 411 
[1st Dept 2021]. In reviewing the excuses proffered by the Defendant for the timing of his motion, 
this Court finds that they are inadequate and not convincing. Id. at 414. Defendant appears to justify 
the timing of the filing-on the basis of two events: (1) the filing of the People’s motions zu /imine on 
February 22, 2024, which indicated their intent to offer at trial evidence that Defendant engaged in an 
alleged “pressure campaign" against certain witnesses and (2) the February 28, 2024, decision by the 
United States Supreme Court to grant Defendant certiorari in Tramp v. United States, --Sct-- 2024 WL 
833184 [2024], where the issue of presidential immunity will presumably be decided. Defendant's 


Memo at pgs. 1-2. 


Those two reasons, even when considered in tandem, as Defendant does, fail to explain why 
Defendant waited long past the statutory period allotted by CPL § 255.20. The Defendant had ample 
notice that the People were in possession of, and intended to use, the various statements allegedly 
made by Defendant on social media, in public, and in various interviews. He was also well aware that 
the defense of presidential immunity, even if unsuccessful, might be available to him. For example, 
and as discussed more fully below, Defendant fully briefed the issue of presidential immunity in his 
motion to dismiss the matter of United States v. Trump, US Dist Ct, DDC 23 CR 257, (T SC) (hereinafter 
"Federal Insurrection Matter") on October 5, 2023. He also demonstrated awareness that the defense 
was available to him when he attempted to remove the instant matter to federal court on May 4, 2023, 
in People v. Trump, SD NY No. 23-CV-03773 (AKH). Nonetheless, Defendant chose not to raise the 
defense of presidential immunity until well past the 45-day period provided by statute. He also did not 
raise it in his omnibus motion, in his motions zn /imine or in his response to the People’s motions in 
limine. Defendant’s decision is unjustifiable and renders this motion untimely. Further, and as an aside, 
the fact that the Defendant waited until a mere 17 days prior to the scheduled trial date of March 25, 
2024, to file the motion, raises real questions about the sincerity and actual purpose of the motion. 
After all, Defendant had already briefed the same issue in federal court and he was in possession of, 
and aware that, the People intended to offer the relevant evidence at trial that entire time. The 
circumstances, viewed as a whole, test this Court’s credulity. 

Turning specifically to Defendant’s availability of the defense of presidential immunity. ‘The 
procedural history of the instant matter, together with the procedural history of the Federal 
Insurrection Matter, leave no doubt that Defendant was aware that the defense, even if unsuccessful, 
was available to him well before March 7, 2024, when this motion was filed. On October 5, 2023, the 
Defendant moved to dismiss his Federal Insurrection Matter on the grounds of presidential immunity. 
United States v. Trump, 2023 WL 8359833, 23cr257, TSC ECF No. 74. In his motion papers therein, he 
specifically argued that that his actions as president were on the “outer perimeter,” that is, “the law 
provides absolute immunity ‘for acts within the ‘outer perimeter’ of [the Presidents] official 
responsibility.” Id. at pg. 1, cing to Nixon v. Fitzgerald, 457 US 731, 756 [1982]. The “outer perimeter” 
of Presidential duties, the Defendant argued, “encircles a vast swath of territory, because the scope of 
the President’s duty and authority in our constitutional system is uniquely and extraordinarily broad.” 
Id. at pg. 22. He also took the position that “...making public statements on matters of public concern 
especially where they relate to a core federal function such as the administration of a federal election 


— unquestionably falls within the scope of the President's official duties.” Id. at pg. 28. Those 
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arguments are substantially similar to arguments he presents now — five months later. See Defendant’s 
Memo at pgs. 3, 20, 22. Defendant’s awareness of the availability of the defense is further 
demonstrated in arguments he has made in this very proceeding. For example, when he attempted to 
remove this case to federal court, Defendant argued that he “is immune from state prosecution for 
actions taken as a result of his role as president.” People v. Trump, 23cv03773 (AKH) at ECF No. 34 at 
pg. 21. Nonetheless, Defendant strategically waited until March 7, 2024, to raise the defense. 
Turning next to Defendant’s knowledge of the People's intention to introduce evidence of his 
alleged “pressure campaign" against certain witnesses. This Court finds that Defendant was indeed 
aware and had notice of the People's intent, well before he filed this motion, and he has failed to 
demonstrate good cause for the late filing. He has also failed to persuade this Court that it should 
consider the motion in the interest of justice. People v. Roberts, 76 Misc3d 448 [Sup Ct, NY County 
2022}. The People note in their opposition, that the alleged “pressure campaign" was expressly 
referred to and discussed in the statement of facts which accompanied the Indictment in this matter, 
as well as in the grand jury minutes, all of which were provided to Defendant in and around April and 
May 2023. People's Opposition at pg. 3. That Defendant had notice of the statements cannot possibly 
be disputed. For example, in the instant motion, Defendant references three tweets that the People 
intend to introduce at trial as Mo/inenx evidence. See Defendant’s Memo at pg. 3. However, the three 
tweets (among other statements) were referenced in Defendant’s ewn exhibit attached to his motions 
in limine. Exhibit 5 of Blanche MIL Affirmation. Indeed, Defendant argued in his motions in imine, 
that the very same statements should be “precluded ... until [the People have] established their 
relevance and admissibility outside the presence of the jury." Defendants Memo in Support of his 
Motions zu Limine at pgs. 40-43. Rather than make the argument, as Defendant does now, that the 
admissions should be precluded on the grounds of presidential immunity, Defendant argued then that 


the statements should be precluded on relevance and evidentiary grounds. 


CONCLUSION 
This Court finds that Defendant had myriad opportunities to raise the claim of presidential 
immunity well before March 7, 2024. Defendant could have done so in his omnibus motions on 
September 29, 2023, which were filed a mere six days before he briefed the same issue in his Federal 


Insurrection Matter and. several months after he brought his motion for removal to federal court on 


May 4, 2023. Further, the Defendant could have expanded his arguinent on this topic in his motions 
in limine or in his opposition to the People's motions zu Amine — but he did not. 

Lastly, having addressed the issue of timeliness and turning to Defendant’s motion for 
preclusion of the People’s evidence of the alleged “pressure campaign,” the Court reminds Defendant 
that it already ruled on this issue in its Decision and Order on Defendants Motions im Limine at pgs. 
7-8 

Defendant’s motion is DENIED in its entirety as untimely. ‘The Court declines to consider 
whether the doctrine of presidential immunity precludes the introduction of evidence of purported 
official presidential acts in à criminal proceeding’. 


The foregoing constitutes the Decision and Order of this Court. 


April 3, 2024 
New York, New York 


APR 9 3 2024 


Judge of the Court of Claims 


MOT. J. MERCHAN 


! As the People have noted in their Memo, the Defendant does not appear to raise a claim of presidential immunity 
as to the underlying facts that make out the charges of Falsifying Business Records in the Firs: Degree. Therefore, 
his argument here is not the same as his argument in the Federal Insurrection Matter where the issue of “absolute 
immunity from federal criminal liability" was presented in the context of the underiying criminal conduct that 
serves as the basis for that indictment. 


EXHIBIT 5 


PARTS? APR 1 5.2024 


Blanche 
Law 
PLLC 


April 15, 2024 


TODO BLANCHE 
aw com 
(212) 716-1250 


Via Email 
Honorable Juan M. Merchan 
Acting Justice - Supreme Court, Criminal Term 


Re: v. Trump, Ind. E i 


Dear Justice Merchan: 


We respectfully submit this pre-motion letter, as discussed prior to jury selection on April 15, 2024, regarding our 
evidentiary objection to DANY offering evidence of President Trump's official acts during the trial. We respectfully 
incorporate by reference our March 7, 2024 motion on presidential immunity (the *Motion"), and ask that this letter and the 
Motion be treated as our full submission on these issues unless further briefing would assist the Court. 


For the reasons stated in the Motion, President Trump is entitled to immunity from prosecution for his official acts. 
See Mot. at 5-17. In Blassingame v. Trump, 87 F.4th 1 (D.C. Cir. 2023), the D.C. Circuit instructed a trial court in a civil case 
to perform the “task” of “distinguish[ing] between official acts and private acts.” Jd. at 20. “The potential difficulty of meting 
out that distinction in some situations, then, cannot justify simply giving up on the enterprise altogether." /d. Similarly, when 
interpreting the analogous doctrine of legislative immunity, the Supreme Court characterized proof of an official act—a 
congressman's speech—as “inadmissible evidence" at a trial that also involved proof of non-official acts. United States v. 
Johnson, 383 U.S. 169, 177 (1966). The “bulk of the evidence" in Johnson did not present a “substantial question” regarding 
exclusion because the other proof related to private activities such as “financial transactions with the other co-conspirators.” 
Id. at 172. However, evidence of the congressional speech presented a “constitutional problem" and should have been 
precluded at trial. Jd. In United States v. Brewster, the Supreme Court characterized Johnson as “as a unanimous holding that 
a Member of Congress may be prosecuted under a criminal statute provided that the Government's case does not rely on 
legislative acts or the motivation for legislative acts." 408 U.S. 501, 512 (1972) (emphasis added). 


The logic of Johnson and Brewster, applied under analogous circumstances in connection with the presidential 

immunity doctrine in Blassingame, requires preclusion of official-acts evidence at President Trump's trial. See Mot. at 20-23. 
Specifically, the Court should preclude (1) the “Executive Branch Personnel Public Financial Disclosure Report" that President 
Trump submitted to the Office of Government Ethics on May 15, 2018, marked People's Exhibit 81; (2) the 2018 social media 
posts to the Twitter account that President Trump used during his time in the White House, marked People's Exhibits 407-G — 
407-1; and (3) witness testimony regarding President Trump’s official acts during his first term in Office, such as anticipated 
testimony from former White House staff regarding their communications with President Trump during his first term. For 
example, in Blassingame, the D.C. Circuit explained that “if an activity is organized and promoted by official White House 
channels and government officials and funded with public resources, it is more likely an official presidential undertaking." 
Trump, 87 F.4th at 21. The Twitter account at issue in People's Exhibits 407-G — 407-1 was “one of the White House's main 
vehicles for conducting official business." Knight First Amend. Inst. v. Trump, 928 F .3d 226, 232 (2d Cir. 2019). In addition, 
speaking on matters of public concern is an official act. See Council on Am. Islamic Rels. v. Ballenger, 444 F.3d 659, 665-66 
(D.C. Cir. 2006) (^A Member's ability to do his job asa legislatoreffectively is tied, as in this case, to the Member's relationship 
with the public and in particular his constituents and colleagues in the Congress. In other words, there was a clear nexus 
between the congressman answering a reporter's question about the congressman's personal life and the congressman's ability 
to carry out his representative responsibilities effectively." (cleaned up)); see also Mot. at 22 (citing additional authorities). 


Finally, there is no procedural impediment to this application. On April 3, 2024, the Court denied President Trump's 
presidential immunity motion as untimely based on CPL § 255.20. However, that provision is limited to “pre-trial motion[s]," 
which, as defined in CPL § 255.10, does not apply to motions to preclude evidence. Moreover, President Trump was not 
required to raise this evidentiary objection prior to trial, but he elected to do so after the Supreme Court granted certiorari in 
Trump v. United States, 2024 WL 833184 (Feb. 28, 2024). In any event, the historical significance of this issue and the fact 
that it is under consideration by the Supreme Court warrants the Court exercising discretion to address the objection on the 
merits for purposes ofany necessary appellate review. 


April 15, 2024 
Page 2 


Respectfully Submitted, 


/s/ Todd Blanche 
Todd Blanche 

Emil Bove 

Blanche Law PLLC 


Attorneys for President Donald J. Trump 
Enclosure 


Cc: DANY attorneys of record 


Blanche Law PLLC 
99 Wall Street, Suite 4460 | New York, NY 10005 
(212) 716-1250 | www.BlancheLaw.com 


EXHIBIT 6 


April 16, 2024 PART59 APR 18 2024 


The Honorable Juan M. Merchan 

New York State Supreme Court, Criminal Term, Part 59 
100 Centre Street 

New York, New York 10013 


Dear Justice Merchan, 


The People respectfully submit this response to defendant’s April 15, 2024, letter raising— 
once again—an objection to the introduction of evidence regarding defendant’s purportedly 
official acts as president. As the Court is aware, defendant previously sought an adjournment based 
on presidential immunity and a pretrial ruling on the admissibility of such “official acts” evidence. 
This Court denied defendant’s motion as untimely (Apr. 3, 2024 Decision & Order at 6). 


This Court should adhere to that procedural ruling and reserve judgment on defendant’s 
evidentiary objection until trial. As this Court found, defendant forfeited his opportunity to obtain 
a pretrial advisory ruling on this issue by failing to raise his objection in a timely manner. 
Defendant claims the deadlines in CPL § 255.20 do not apply here, but he a/so ignored the Court's 
February 22, 2024 deadline for motions in limine—a deadline the Court set last December after 
seeking the parties’ views on the motion schedule. Having forfeited his opportunity to request a 
pretrial advisory ruling, defendant’s recourse is now to make appropriate objections during trial as 
the evidence comes in, if merited. This Court can then rule on those objections, not in a vacuum, 
but in the context of actual evidence offered for admission. 


To the extent defendant re-raises his objection at trial, and as the People explained in their 
March 13, 2024 opposition to defendant’s motion the last time he sought relief on this exact 
question, there is absolutely no basis to preclude evidence based on defendant’s “official acts” 
theory because: (1) presidential immunity from criminal liability does not exist; (2) even if it did, 
there is no corresponding evidentiary privilege precluding the introduction of immune conduct at 
a trial on charges not arising from that conduct; and (3) the evidence that defendant has sought to 
preclude would not be subject to a claim of presidential immunity in any event, since defendant 
was not acting in an official capacity. 


The People stand ready to submit additional briefing on these questions, if the Court 
believes it would be helpful. 


Respectfully Submitted, 


/s/ Matthew Colangelo 
Matthew Colangelo 


Christopher Conroy 
Katherine Ellis 
Susan Hoffinger 
Becky Mangold 
Joshua Steinglass 
Assistant District Attorneys 


EXHIBIT 7 


No. 19-635 


IN THE 


Supreme Court of the United States 


DONALD J. TRUMP, 


Petitioner, 


CYRUS R. VANCE, JR., IN HIS OFFICIAL CAPACITY 
AS DISTRICT ATTORNEY OF THE COUNTY 
OF NEW YORK, et al., 


Respondents. 


ON WRIT OF CERTIORARI TO THE UNITED STATES 
COURT OF APPEALS FOR THE SECOND CIRCUIT 


BRIEF OF RESPONDENT 

CAITLIN HALLIGAN CAREY R. DUNNE 
Ryan W. ALLISON Counsel of Record 
Davip A. Coon CHRISTOPHER CONROY 
SELENDY & Gay PLLC SOLOMON B. SHINEROCK 
1290 Sixth Avenue JAMES H. GRAHAM 
New York, NY 10104 SARAH WALSH 

ALLEN J. VICKEY 
WALTER DELLINGER NEW YORK COUNTY 
Duke UNIVERSITY Law SCHOOL District ATTORNEY'S OFFICE 
Science Drive & One Hogan Place 
Towerview Road New York, NY 10013 
Durham, NC 27706 (212) 335-9000 

dunnec@dany.nyc.gov 


Counsel for Respondent Cyrus R. Vance, Jr. 


1 
QUESTION PRESENTED 


Whether a state grand jury subpoena directing a 
third party to produce material that pertains only to 
unofficial and non-privileged conduct by a President 
and various private parties must be quashed under 
Article II or the Supremacy Clause of the Constitu- 
tion. 
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INTRODUCTION 


This case involves a novel claim of presidential 
immunity from a state grand jury investigation that 
implicates no official presidential conduct or commu- 
nications. Petitioner contends that Article II and the 
Supremacy Clause make him absolutely immune 
from providing evidence of private, potentially crimi- 
nal acts that largely predate his presidency—even if 
the investigation is necessary to preserve evidence of 
purely private wrongdoing by petitioner and others— 
so long as he occupies office. That immunity exists, 
he says, even though he offers no case-specific show- 
ing of prosecutorial abuse or cognizable burden on his 
official functions. 


Petitioner's sweeping and unprecedented conten- 
tion 1s unfounded, and the reasoning underlying it is 
flawed. Relying on a Department of Justice (DOJ) 
opinion finding that a President has constitutional 
immunity from indictment and prosecution during his 
term of office, petitioner reasons that he necessarily 
has parallel immunity from investigation by state au- 
thorities. Yet prosecution and investigation implicate 
significantly different concerns, and the reasons of- 
fered by DOJ to support immunity from prosecution 
provide no support for petitioner's claim of per se im- 
munity from investigation. To the contrary, immun- 
ity from investigation for private conduct runs coun- 
ter to precedent, the structure and operation of the 
Constitution, and the bedrock principle that no per- 
son 1s above the law. 


A President may of course invoke applicable evi- 
dentiary privileges when asked to disclose privileged 
official communications. A President may also seek 
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to make a case-specific showing that a state grand 
jury subpoena impermissibly interferes with the abil- 
ity to perform Article II functions or was issued in bad 
faith. But petitioner has made no such showing here, 
nor could he. The grand jury is conducting an inves- 
tigation into potential criminal conduct by multiple 
individuals and corporate entities, and its gathering 
of information does not intrude on petitioner’s ability 
to perform his official duties. If the novel constitu- 
tional immunity proposed by petitioner were ac- 
cepted, it not only could defeat the ordinary processes 
of the criminal law as to him but also could unjustifi- 
ably insulate private parties who have no immunity 
to assert. No principle of constitutional law justifies 
that outcome. 


STATEMENT OF THE CASE 
A. Factual Background 


This case arises from an investigation com- 
menced in summer of 2018 by the New York County 
District Attorney’s Office (Office) into business trans- 
actions involving multiple individuals whose conduct 
may have violated state law. It is based on infor- 
mation derived from public sources, judicial admis- 
sions, confidential informants, and the grand jury 
process.! 


1. In recent years, multiple public reports have 
appeared of possible criminal misconduct 1n activities 
connected to the Trump Organization. BIO 2-3. The 
reports described transactions and tax strategies— 


1 The scope and foundation of the investigation is detailed in 
redacted portions of the Shinerock Declaration, filed under seal. 
C.A. Dkt. 101. 
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spanning more than a decade—involving individual 
and corporate actors based in New York County, and 
raised the prospect that criminal activity might have 
occurred in the Office’s jurisdiction within applicable 
statutes of limitations, particularly if (as the reports 
suggested) the transactions involved a continuing 
pattern of conduct over many years. 


One of the issues raised related to “hush money” 
payments made on behalf of petitioner to two women 
with whom petitioner allegedly had extra-marital af- 
fairs. In August 2018, Michael Cohen, petitioner’s 
counselor, pleaded guilty to campaign finance viola- 
tions arising from payments to one of those women. 
United States v. Cohen, 366 F. Supp. 3d 612, 618 
(S.D.N.Y. 2019). Cohen admitted that he violated 
campaign finance laws in coordination with, and at 
the direction of, an individual later identified as peti- 
tioner. Tr. of Plea Hr'g 23, United States v. Cohen, 
No. 18-cr-602 (S.D.N.Y. Aug. 21, 2018), ECF No. 7; 
Gov’t Sentencing Submission 11, United States v. Co- 
hen, No. 18-cr-602 (S.D.N.Y. Dec. 7, 2018), ECF No. 
27; Hearing with Michael Cohen, Former Attorney to 
President Donald Trump: Hearing Before the H. 
Comm. on Oversight and Reform, 116th Cong. 1, 11 
(Feb. 27, 2019). 


Around the time Cohen entered his guilty plea, at 
the request of federal prosecutors and to avoid poten- 
tial disruption of the ongoing federal investigation, 
the Office agreed to defer its own investigation pend- 
ing resolution of the federal matter. In July 2019, the 
Office learned that the federal investigation had con- 
cluded without any further charges. See United 
States v. Cohen, 2019 WL 3226988, at *2 (S.D.N.Y. 
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July 17, 2019). The Office resumed its investigation 
shortly thereafter.? 


2. The Office then issued grand jury subpoenas 
duces tecum for records including financial state- 
ments and tax returns, as well as the working papers 
necessary to prepare and test those records. 


On August 1, 2019, the Office served the Trump 
Organization with a grand jury subpoena seeking rec- 
ords and communications concerning specific finan- 
cial transactions, their treatment in the Trump Or- 
ganization’s books and records, and the personnel in- 
volved in determining that treatment. Soon after, the 
Office informed the Trump Organization’s counsel 
that the subpoena required production of certain tax 
returns. From August 2019 through December 2019, 
the Trump Organization produced certain responsive 
documents—but not tax returns. 


On August 29, 2019, the Office served petitioner’s 
accounting firm, Mazars USA LLP (Mazars), with a 
grand jury subpoena (Mazars Subpoena or Subpoena) 
seeking financial and tax records—including for peti- 
tioner and entities he owned before he became Presi- 
dent—from January 1, 2011 to the date of the Sub- 
poena. The Office largely patterned the Mazars Sub- 
poena on a subpoena for some of the same materials 
issued by the Committee on Oversight and Reform of 
the U.S. House of Representatives, with the aim of 
minimizing the burden on Mazars and facilitating ex- 
peditious production of responsive documents. The 


2 Contrary to petitioner’s suggestion (Petr. Br. 6), the Of- 
fice’s investigation did not begin in summer 2019 but resumed 
then. 
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Mazars Subpoena does not seek any official commu- 
nications, involve any official presidential conduct, or 
require petitioner to produce anything. 


B. The Current Controversy 


1. After the Mazars Subpoena was served, coun- 
sel for the Trump Organization informed the Office 
that they believed the request for production of tax 
records implicated constitutional considerations, and 
the Office agreed to temporarily suspend the tax por- 
tion of the Mazars Subpoena to allow petitioner to 
challenge it. 


Petitioner then filed a complaint against Mazars 
and respondent in federal court and sought emer- 
gency injunctive relief, claiming that the Constitution 
provides a sitting President absolute immunity from 
any form of “criminal process" or “investigation,” in- 
cluding a subpoena to a third party for records unre- 
lated to petitioner’s official conduct. D. Ct. Dkt. 1, at 
1-2. 


Respondent moved to dismiss, arguing that the 
court should abstain under Younger v. Harris, 401 
U.S. 37 (1971); that petitioner's sweeping claim of im- 
munity is contrary to settled precedent; and that pe- 
titioner had failed to establish irreparable harm. D. 
Ct. Dkt. 16.3 Briefing and argument were highly ex- 
pedited, and the Office agreed to temporarily forbear 


3 Mazars has taken no position on the legal issues pre- 
sented in this case, viewing the dispute as solely between peti- 
tioner and respondent. 
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enforcement of the Mazars Subpoena. D. Ct. Dkt. 28.4 
DOJ filed a Statement of Interest asserting that ab- 


stention was inappropriate but taking no position on 
the merits. D. Ct. Dkt. 32. 


2. The district court abstained and ruled in the 
alternative that petitioner was not entitled to injunc- 
tive relief. Pet. App. 36a-37a. 


The court not only found that the balance of fac- 
tors favored abstention but also rejected petitioner’s 
contention that Younger’s bad-faith exception ap- 
plied. Pet. App. 58a. The court observed that peti- 
tioner “failled] to show that [respondent] could not 
reasonably expect to obtain a favorable outcome in 
[the] criminal investigation” furthered by the Mazars 
Subpoena, and after considering an in camera sub- 
mission, found no basis to “impute bad faith to [re- 
spondent] in relation to these proceedings." Id. 


On the merits, the district court rejected peti- 
tioner's “extraordinary claim" that “the person who 
serves as President, while in office, enjoys absolute 
immunity from criminal process of any kind." Pet. 
App. 31a. That position, the court explained, “finds 
no support 1n the Constitution's text or history" or in 


4 Respondent did not "express[] concern" at any point “that 
he would run out of time to bring ‘charges’ against ‘the president 
himself before he ‘is out of office." Petr. Br. 9 (quoting D. Ct. 
Dkt. 38, at 40). Respondent merely requested the district court 
resolve this matter expeditiously to prevent a procedural delay 
of the Office's investigation until after statutes of limitations ex- 
pire, at which point the Office would “have no charges available" 
against any potential defendant. D. Ct. Dkt. 38, at 40. 
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this Court's precedent. Id. at 34a. While “some as- 
pects of criminal proceedings could impermissibly in- 
terfere with ... the President’s ability to discharge 
constitutional functions,” “that consequence would 
not necessarily follow every stage of every criminal 
proceeding.” Id. at 33a. And it “would not apply to 
the specific set of facts presented here,” id.—i.e., a 
state grand jury subpoena calling for a third party to 
produce petitioner’s “personal and business records,” 
id. at 62a. 


3. The Second Circuit vacated the district court's 
determination that Younger abstention applied. Pet. 
App. 13a-14a. But the court of appeals affirmed on 
theimmunity question, holding that *any presidential 
immunity from state criminal process does not extend 
to investigative steps like the grand jury subpoena at 
issue here." Id. at 2a. 


The Second Circuit focused in particular on 
United States v. Nixon, 418 U.S. 683 (1974), which 
held that neither absolute presidential immunity nor 
executive privilege barred enforcement of a subpoena 
directing President Nixon to produce materials “relat- 
ing to his conversations with aides and advisers for 
use in a criminal trial against high-level advisers to 
the President." Pet. App. 16a (internal quotation 
marks omitted). Given that "executive privilege did 
not preclude enforcement of the subpoena issued in 
Nixon," the court saw no reason why “the Mazars 
[S]ubpoena must be enjoined despite seeking no priv- 
ileged information and bearing no relation to the 
President's performance of his official functions." Id. 
at 17a. Regardless of any constitutional issues that 
might arise if a court sought to compel a President to 
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appear at a particular time and place, the court ex- 
plained, compliance with the Mazars Subpoena “does 
not require the President to do anything at all.” Id. 
at 20a. Furthermore, that President Nixon was re- 
quired to produce “documents for a trial proceeding on 
an indictment that named him as a conspirator 
strongly suggests that the mere specter of ‘stigma’ or 
‘opprobrium’ ... is not a sufficient reason to enjoin a 
subpoena—at least when, as here, no formal charges 
have been lodged.” Id. at 22a. 


The court of appeals also rejected DOJ’s argu- 
ment—made for the first time on appeal and not em- 
braced at the time by petitioner—that “while the 
President may not be absolutely immune from a state 
grand jury’s subpoena power, any prosecutor seeking 
to exercise that power must make a heightened show- 
ing of need for the documents sought.” Pet. App. 27a. 
The cases cited by DOJ, the court observed, all ad- 
dress “documents protected by executive privilege” 
and thus have “little bearing on a subpoena that, as 
here, does not seek any information subject to execu- 
tive privilege.” Id. “Surely the exposure of potentially 
sensitive communications related to the functioning 
of the government is of greater constitutional concern 
than information relating solely to the President in 
his private capacity and disconnected from the dis- 
charge of his constitutional obligations,” the court 
reasoned. Id. at 28a. 


SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT 


I. A President has no categorical immunity from 
a state grand jury subpoena for documents unrelated 
to official duties. 
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A. This Court’s precedents make clear that a 
President's Article II immunity extends only to offi- 
cial acts. See Clinton v. Jones, 520 U.S. 681 (1997); 
Nixon v. Fitzgerald, 457 U.S. 731 (1982). The same is 
true for qualified evidentiary privileges. 


The Supremacy Clause likewise provides no im- 
munity as to private conduct, instead precluding 
States from directly interfering with a President’s of- 
ficial acts. 


B. The mere risk of interference with official 
functions does not afford a President categorical im- 
munity against subpoenas for documents concerning 
private conduct. Presidents throughout history have 
been subject to judicial process in appropriate circum- 
stances. Recognizing as much, this Court in Clinton 
held that the possibility that private litigation would 
distract a President from official functions does not 
warrant categorical immunity. And Clinton built on 
precedent including United States v. Nixon, 418 U.S. 
683 (1974), in which the Court required the President 
to disclose Oval Office conversations that implicated 
official conduct and executive privilege. 


C. These principles preclude petitioner’s asser- 
tion of absolute immunity, as the Mazars Subpoena 
implicates only private, unofficial documents. A Pres- 
ident may of course challenge a particular subpoena 
based on a case-specific showing of impermissible Ar- 
ticle II burden, but the mere potential for such inter- 
ference does not justify categorical immunity. 


II. That conclusion is not altered by any of peti- 
tioner's or the Solicitor General's arguments in favor 
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of a categorical, prophylactic rule of presidential im- 
munity from investigation. 


A. Even assuming a sitting President is immune 
from indictment, the considerations that might justify 
such a rule do not support immunity from investiga- 
tion, as the Office of Legal Counsel (OLC) has recog- 
nized. Responding to a grand jury subpoena is far less 
burdensome than facing indictment or prosecution, 
and an investigation protected by grand jury secrecy 
does not impose any stigmatic harm comparable to 
that of an official, public accusation of wrongdoing. 
Indeed, this Court has upheld judicial process accom- 
panied by much greater burdens and stigmatic 
harms, and its analysis in Nixon confirms that the in- 
dictment and subpoena immunity inquiries are dis- 
tinct. 


B. Petitioner’s speculation that state prosecutors 
cannot be trusted to investigate responsibly provides 
no basis for an absolute immunity rule. This Court in 
Clinton rejected a claim of immunity from private 
suits based on similar speculation, and the imagined 
risks are even less probable here. The States are cen- 
tral to the Nation’s criminal justice system, and state 
prosecutions are cloaked with a presumption of regu- 
larity that makes federal interference particularly in- 
appropriate. Existing structural constraints—includ- 
ing jurisdictional limitations, ethical rules, and the 
prohibition on state investigation of official presiden- 
tial conduct—further mitigate any risk of harassing 
or overly burdensome state investigations. 


In the event that a President can make a credible 
showing that a particular subpoena is overly burden- 
some or harassing, state and federal courts are well- 
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equipped to address such claims. Such case-by-case 
checks are consistent with this Court's precedent; pe- 
titioner's proposed blanket immunity rule is not. 


C. The Solicitor General does not expressly adopt 
petitioner's absolute immunity rule but contends that 
any state criminal subpoena must satisfy a height- 
ened-need standard, under which a prosecutor would 
have to show that the subpoena seeks important evi- 
dence unavailable from any other source. Courts 
have applied that standard in the face of claims of ex- 
ecutive privilege, but the requirement makes no sense 
where the subpoenaed materials are not privileged 
and do not otherwise implicate official conduct. Nor 
does the risk of overly burdensome or harassing sub- 
poenas justify a heightened standard. Existing pro- 
cedures afford a President fully adequate means for 
pressing case-specific claims of burden or harass- 
ment, to be reviewed with all of the sensitivity and 
respect due a Chief Executive. 


D. The rules petitioner and the Solicitor General 
propose come with substantial harms that further 
counsel against them. 


The costs of the absolute immunity advocated by 
petitioner are severe. Immunizing a President from 
criminal investigation while in office could effectively 
provide immunity from indictment and prosecution 
after a presidential term due to the loss of evidence. 
Absolute presidential immunity from investigation 
could also impede criminal investigation of other par- 
ties. Even if evidence could eventually be gathered 
after a President's term ends, the statutes of limita- 
tions as to third parties may well have expired, and 
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there is no plausible argument that a President’s im- 
munity from investigation would toll the limitations 
period for indicting others. 


A heightened-need standard would likewise im- 
pose substantial costs. Not only would it unduly ham- 
per the States’ traditional authority to enforce crimi- 
nal laws through the grand jury’s investigatory pro- 
cess but, if applied in the manner the Solicitor Gen- 
eral suggests, it would in practice amount to the ab- 
solute immunity petitioner seeks. 


III. Although a President may show that a par- 
ticular subpoena is overly burdensome or issued in 
bad faith, petitioner has made neither showing here. 
The Mazars Subpoena is substantially less burden- 
some than the judicial process ratified in Clinton and 
Nixon. And the district court already considered the 
evidence petitioner cites and rejected a claim of bad 
faith in the context of Younger abstention, foreclosing 
any case-specific showing of harassment here. 


ARGUMENT 


I. A PRESIDENT HAS NO CATEGORICAL IM- 
MUNITY FROM A SUBPOENA FOR DOCU- 
MENTS UNRELATED TO OFFICIAL DU- 
TIES 


A. Article II And The Supremacy Clause 
Provide Immunity Only From Subpoenas 
That Interfere With A President’s Offi- 
cial Functions 


Petitioner contends that, during his term of of- 
fice, Article II and the Supremacy Clause provide 
complete and categorical immunity from any criminal 
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process that implicates his conduct. Petr. Br. 19-39. 
He is incorrect. Both provisions protect a President 
only against interference with official conduct. Nei- 
ther provides broad immunity from scrutiny of pri- 
vate acts. 


1. Article II vests in a President the federal gov- 
ernment’s executive power but does not immunize a 
President for acts taken as a citizen. This Court’s 
precedents have thus consistently limited any Article 
II-based presidential immunities or privileges from 
judicial process to circumstances that directly impli- 
cate or otherwise substantially interfere with a Pres- 
ident’s official duties. The Court has “never suggested 
that the President ... has an immunity that extends 
beyond the scope of any action taken in an official ca- 
pacity." Clinton v. Jones, 520 U.S. 681, 694 (1997). 


Presidential immunity against civil suit reflects 
this dichotomy. In Nixon v. Fitzgerald, 457 U.S. 731 
(1982), this Court held that the President’s “unique 
position in the constitutional scheme” requires “abso- 
lute immunity from damages liability predicated on 
... official acts.” Id. at 749. But this absolute immun- 
ity extends only to “liability for acts within the ‘outer 
perimeter’ of [a President’s] official responsibility.” 
Id. at 756; see also Mississippi v. Johnson, 71 U.S. (4 
Wall.) 475, 501 (1867) (barring injunction of Presi- 
dent’s “performance of ... official duties”). 


Private conduct is subject to a different rule. This 
Court has held that immunity for official conduct 
“provides no support for an immunity for unofficial 
conduct.” Clinton, 520 U.S. at 694. The “character of 
the office that was created by Article II of the Consti- 
tution" does not alone justify immunity for private 
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conduct, id. at 697, because the “doctrine of separa- 
tion of powers is concerned with the allocation of offi- 
cial power among the three coequal branches of our 
Government,” id. at 699 (emphasis added).5 


The same restriction applies to qualified eviden- 
tiary privileges. A President may assert privilege 
against disclosure of communications that reflect 
presidential deliberations and decision-making. See, 
e.g., United States v. Nixon, 418 U.S. 683, 708-13 
(1974). But that privilege encompasses only internal 
deliberations and decision-making about public or of- 
ficial acts. See Nixon v. Admin. of Gen. Servs., 433 
U.S. 425, 449 (1977) (presidential privilege “is limited 
to communications ‘in performance of (a President’s) 
responsibilities ... of his office” (quoting Nixon, 418 
U.S. at 711, 713)); In re Sealed Case, 121 F.3d 729, 
752 (D.C. Cir. 1997) (presidential privilege encom- 
passes only communications specifically related to ad- 
vice to a President on “official government matters”). 
It does not extend to a President’s discussions with 
private citizens concerning private conduct. 


2. The Supremacy Clause likewise does not im- 
munize a President from the everyday obligations of 
citizenship. See U.S. CONST. art. VI, cl. 2. It pre- 
cludes the States from directly interfering with a 
President's (and other federal officials’) official acts. 
See, e.g., Tennessee v. Davis, 100 U.S. 257, 263 (1879) 


5 Petitioner's reference (Petr. Br. 22) to Kendall v. United 
States ex rel. Stokes, 37 U.S. (12 Pet.) 524 (1838), is inapt for the 
same reason. There, the Court suggested only that a President 
is "beyond the reach of any other department ... as far as his 
powers are derived from the constitution." Id. at 610 (emphasis 
added). 
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(States cannot “affix penalties to acts done under the 
immediate direction of the national government” and 
“within the scope of [the officer’s] authority”); In re 
Tarble, 80 U.S. (13 Wall.) 397, 409-10 (1871) (States 
cannot “interfere[] with” or “control[]” acts “under the 
authority ... of the United States”); McClung v. Silli- 
man, 19 U.S. (6 Wheat.) 598, 605 (1821) (state court 
cannot compel federal officer to take governmental ac- 
tion); McCulloch v. Maryland, 17 U.S. (4 Wheat.) 316, 
436 (1819) (States “have no power ... to retard, im- 
pede, burden, or in any manner control, the opera- 
tions of the” federal government); see also Petr. Br. 31- 
32 (citing additional cases). Absent such interference, 
the Supremacy Clause does not supplant the States’ 
authority to regulate the conduct of a President (or 
any other federal official) as a private citizen. See, 
e.g., United States ex rel. Drury v. Lewis, 200 U.S. 1, 8 
(1906) (refusing to grant habeas corpus to federal of- 
ficial in advance of his state criminal trial where evi- 
dence raised a genuine issue about whether official 
federal conduct was involved). 


It follows that someone’s status as a federal of- 
ficer does not by itself trigger Supremacy Clause im- 
munity. See In re McShane’s Petition, 235 F. Supp. 
262, 273 (N.D. Miss. 1964) (“[I]t cannot be said that 
any federal official is absolutely immune merely be- 
cause of his official standing and his official pur- 
pose.”). Instead, such immunity turns on whether a 
State is attempting to dictate how a federal officer 
carries out an official function. As petitioner con- 
cedes, the doctrine immunizes federal officers from 
state regulation “only when they undertake official 
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acts.” Petr. Br. 25 (emphasis added); see, e.g., Cun- 
ningham v. Neagle, 135 U.S. 1, 75 (1890) (Supremacy 
Clause protects federal officer from state punishment 
only if federal law “authorized” officer to do the chal- 
lenged act, “which it was his duty to do as [an officer] 
of the United States”). An officer is not entitled to Su- 
premacy Clause immunity, by contrast, for acts “other 
... than official acts." Maryland v. Soper, 270 U.S. 9, 
35 (1926). 


This dichotomy reflects the structural purpose of 
the Supremacy Clause. The Clause establishes that 
"[w]henever, therefore, any conflict arises between 
[federal and state] enactments ... , or in the enforce- 
ment of their asserted authorities,” those of the fed- 
eral government prevail. In re Tarble, 80 U.S. at 407. 
When a State attempts to regulate a federal official’s 
exercise of federal powers, its actions necessarily con- 
flict with supreme federal authority, and the Suprem- 
acy Clause resolves the conflict in favor of the federal 
government. But when a State regulates the private, 
unofficial conduct of individuals who are also federal 
officials, no such conflict arises, and the Supremacy 
Clause does not apply.® 


6 In Clinton, the Court reserved the question whether the 
Supremacy Clause might apply if a state court exercised “direct 
control ... over the President” in a civil action, presumably in a 
way that interfered with the performance of official responsibil- 
ities. 520 U.S. at 691 n.13. Nothing in that reservation implied 
a wholesale exemption of a President from the ordinary respon- 
sibilities of a citizen with respect to a state grand jury subpoena 
for private records, absent any showing of interference with offi- 
cial duties, much less that such an exemption would apply 
where, as here, a subpoena was issued to a third party. 
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Petitioner contends that, although this is the gen- 
eral rule, under Fitzgerald, a President’s Supremacy 
Clause protection is broader than that afforded other 
federal officials and must extend to unofficial conduct. 
Petr. Br. 25. That is incorrect. Fitzgerald was a fed- 
eral case that had nothing to do with the Supremacy 
Clause. And if Fitzgerald has any relevance at all, it 
undercuts petitioner’s argument. The cited passage 
explained that even though federal officials have only 
qualified immunity for official acts, the unique posi- 
tion of the presidency requires absolute immunity for 
action within the outer bounds of official presidential 
duties. See 457 U.S. at 750-51, 756. But the Court 
was careful to explain that, for any official, the im- 
munity extends only to official conduct. See supra at 
13-15. No case has ever held that the Supremacy 
Clause’s scope extends to a President’s conduct as a 
private citizen. 


B. The Mere Risk That A Subpoena Duces 
Tecum May Interfere With Official Presi- 
dential Functions Does Not Afford A 
President Categorical Immunity 


Historical practice and this Court’s precedent es- 
tablish that the mere risk that a documentary sub- 
poena seeking evidence of private conduct might in- 
terfere with official presidential functions does not 
justify a rule of categorical presidential immunity. 
The possibility that a President may have to expend 
effort to comply with judicial process or may experi- 
ence incidental burdens has never been enough to de- 
mand Article II immunity. See Randolph D. Moss, 
Asst. Atty. Gen., A Sitting President's Amenability to 
Indictment and Criminal Prosecution, 24 O.L.C. Op. 
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222, 254 (Oct. 16, 2000) (Moss Memo) (no general im- 
munity from “subpoenas for documents or testimony” 
or civil suits despite risk of interference with a Presi- 
dent’s time and energy and mental burdens). 


1. Petitioner and the Solicitor General cite vari- 
ous writings of the Framers, which they contend show 
that the Framers uniformly believed a sitting Presi- 
dent could not be subject to any criminal process 
whatsoever. Petr. Br. 22-23; U.S. Br. 9. But this 
Court considered the same historical evidence in Clin- 
ton and, after surveying conflicting statements from 
other Framers, concluded that these historical 
sources do not provide a definitive answer, and in fact 
“largely cancel each other” out. 520 U.S. at 696-97. 
The Court accordingly has looked to longstanding 
practice from our Nation’s earliest years, which con- 
firms that nothing in the Constitution prohibits a 
President from being “subject to judicial process in ap- 
propriate circumstances." Id. at 703. 


Throughout American history, many Presidents 
not only have voluntarily participated in but also 
have been involuntarily compelled to comply with 
various forms of judicial process, including subpoenas 
to testify and produce documents in both civil and 
criminal cases. The earliest example involved Aaron 
Burr's treason trial, in which Chief Justice Marshall 
ruled that President Jefferson could be required to re- 
spond to a subpoena duces tecum. Clinton, 520 U.S. 
at 703-04 (citing United States v. Burr, 25 F. Cas. 30 
(C.C.D. Va. 1807) (No. 14,692D)). President Monroe 
later “responded to written interrogatories,” id. at 704 
(citing Ronald Rotunda, Presidents and Ex-Presidents 
as Witnesses: A Brief Historical Footnote, 1975 U. ILL. 


19 


L. FORUM 1, 5-6 (1975)), after soliciting an opinion 
from the Attorney General, who concluded, based on 
Burr, that a subpoena ad testificandum could be is- 
sued to a President, see Rotunda, 1975 U. ILL. L. Fo- 
RUM at 5-6. President Ford “complied with an order 
to give a deposition in a criminal trial.” Clinton, 520 
U.S. at 705. President Clinton “twice g[ave] vide- 
otaped testimony in criminal proceedings.” Jd. And 
“President Nixon was obligated to comply with a sub- 
poena commanding him to produce certain tape re- 
cordings of his conversations with his aides" for use in 
a criminal trial. Id. at 704 (citing Nixon, 418 U.S. at 
706). 


2. Based in part on this established historical 
practice, this Court has repeatedly held that a Presi- 
dent is subject to ordinary judicial process, even 
where there is a substantial risk that complying will 
distract a President or otherwise indirectly burden 
the ability to perform official presidential functions, 
or when a particular subpoena directly implicates 
privileged communications. 


Clinton, for example, rejected a claim of tempo- 
rary presidential immunity from a private lawsuit for 
unofficial conduct even though the Court understood 
that such a lawsuit would impose burdens on a Pres- 
ident, requiring him to produce documents and even 
provide sworn testimony. Id. at 691-92. The Court 
also specifically rejected President Clinton’s conten- 
tion that, if denied immunity, the President would be 
the target of politically motivated, harassing, and 
frivolous litigation. Id. at 708-10. And it rejected the 
suggestion that courts would be unable to weed out 
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such claims, noting that sanctions would be a “signif- 
icant deterrent to litigation directed at the President 
in his unofficial capacity for purposes of political gain 
or harassment.” Jd. at 708-09. As the Court ex- 
plained, the threat that such litigation would distract 
a President in the exercise of official Article II duties 
is simply not the type of interference that triggers 
constitutional immunity. See id.; see also id. at 705 
n.40 (the distractions of pending litigation, however 
“vexing,” “do not ordinarily implicate constitutional 
separation-of-powers concerns’). 


Clinton was itself based in large part on this 
Court’s longstanding view that a sitting President 
may be subject to a subpoena in a criminal proceeding 
without impermissibly intruding on a President’s of- 
ficial functions. As noted, Chief Justice Marshall first 
considered the issue more than 200 years ago while 
overseeing the trial of Aaron Burr. President Jeffer- 
son contended that the Constitution immunized him 
from having to comply with a subpoena duces tecum 
in acriminal proceeding. But Chief Justice Marshall 
rejected that contention, holding that the fact that 
“the president of the United States may be subpoe- 
naed ... and required to produce any paper in his pos- 
session, is not controverted.” United States v. Burr, 
25 F. Cas. 187, 191 (C.C.D. Va. 1807) (No. 14,694). 


The full Court in Nixon later unanimously, “une- 
quivocally[,] and emphatically endorsed Marshall’s 
position.” Clinton, 520 U.S. at 704 (citing Nixon, 418 
U.S. at 706). Nixon obligated the President to comply 
with a subpoena directing him to produce “tape re- 
cordings and documents relating to his conversations 
with aides and advisers"—i.e., tapes created while he 
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was 1n office, of conversations between himself and 
White House aides in the Oval Office, that by nature 
implicated official conduct and privileged communica- 
tions. Nixon, 418 U.S. at 686, 687 n.3. 


President Nixon moved to quash the subpoena, 
asserting a “claim of absolute privilege." Id. at 705. 
The President cited the “need for protection of com- 
munications between high Government officials and 
those who advise and assist them in the performance 
of their manifold duties," id., arguing that separation- 
of-powers principles “insulate[] a President from a ju- 
dicial subpoena in an ongoing criminal prosecution," 
id. at 706. This Court rejected that contention, hold- 
ing that "neither the doctrine of separation of powers, 
nor the need for confidentiality of high-level commu- 
nications, without more, can sustain an absolute, un- 
qualified Presidential privilege of immunity from ju- 
dicial process under all circumstances.” Id." 


In reaching that conclusion, the Court acknowl- 
edged the “need for confidentiality in the communica- 
tions of [a President's] office" and “the public interest 
in candid, objective, and even blunt or harsh opinions 
in Presidential decisionmaking." Nixon, 418 U.S. at 
708, 712-13. But that interest was not the only im- 


7 Petitioner contends that Nixon “did not consider (let alone 
deny) a claim of presidential immunity.” Petr. Br. 43. But that 
is exactly what this Court considered and rejected: an “unquali- 
fied Presidential privilege of immunity from judicial process." 
Nixon, 418 U.S. at 706; cf. Nixon v. Sirica, 487 F.2d 700, 708 
(D.C. Cir. 1973) ("Counsel argue ... that, so long as he remains 
in office, the President is absolutely immune from the compul- 
sory process of a court"). 
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portant public interest at stake and had to be evalu- 
ated “in light of our historic commitment to the rule 
of law" and “the twofold aim (of criminal justice) ... 
that guilt shall not escape or innocence suffer." Id. at 
708-09. “The need to develop all relevant facts in the 
adversary system," the Court emphasized, “is both 
fundamental and comprehensive." Id. at 709. Bar- 
ring enforcement of the subpoena would therefore 
"eut deeply into the guarantee of due process of law 
and gravely impair the basic function of the courts." 
Id. at 712. Such an impediment to the fair admin- 
istration of criminal justice could not be justified, the 
Court concluded, solely by "the generalized interest in 
confidentiality" of presidential communications. Jd. 
at 713. 


C. A Subpoena Seeking Non-Privileged Evi- 
dence About A President's Private, Unof- 
ficial Conduct May Be Challenged As Ap- 
plied If The President Shows An Imper- 
missible Burden On Article II Functions 


These principles preclude petitioner's assertion of 
categorical immunity, as it is undisputed that the 
grand jury investigation at issue here concerns only 
unofficial, private conduct, and none of the materials 
sought reflects confidential communications subject 
to a claim of executive privilege. See Pet. App. 17a- 
18a; Petr. Br. 15, 19, 32-38, 477, 48 (subpoena seeks 
only “personal” information); Cert. Reply 3, 8 (sub- 
poena involves merely “unofficial” action); U.S. Br. 1, 
6-7, 15-16, 23, 26, 28 (similar). 


That does not mean, of course, that a President 
would have no remedy against a subpoena or other 
form of judicial process upon showing that it in fact 


23 


materially interferes with the ability to perform offi- 
cial presidential functions. While “potential burdens” 
on a President do not provide immunity, “those bur- 
dens are appropriate matters for [a court] to evaluate 
in its management of the case.” Clinton, 520 U.S. at 
707. And the “high respect that is owed to the office 
of the Chief Executive, though not justifying a rule of 
categorical immunity, is a matter that should inform 
the conduct of the entire proceeding, including the 
timing and scope of discovery.” Id. 


Thus, if a court is faced with a factually supported 
claim of actual interference with Article II func- 
tions—for example, unreasonably burdensome pro- 
cess that unduly distracts a President—it should 
ameliorate such problems on a case-by-case basis. As 
explained in Part III, petitioner has made no showing 
of case-specific burdens here. But categorical immun- 
ity based only on potential interference with the abil- 
ity to perform official presidential functions has no 
basis in constitutional text, practice, or precedent, 
and should be rejected by this Court. 


Il. THE PROPHYLACTIC IMMUNITY RULES 
PROPOSED BY PETITIONER AND THE SO- 
LICITOR GENERAL ARE UNSOUND 


Both petitioner and the Solicitor General resist 
the lesson from history, precedent, and logic that a 
subpoena for documents in a criminal investigation 
involving a President’s private, non-privileged con- 
duct raises no constitutional issue, unless the Presi- 
dent makes a case-specific showing that the process 
will interfere with Article II functions. They instead 
contend that considerations that might favor presi- 
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dential immunity from indictment, as well as the po- 
tential for politically motivated or harassing subpoe- 
nas, justify prophylactic, across-the-board rules that 
impose absolute or highly restrictive barriers to crim- 
inal investigations of unofficial conduct while a Pres- 
ident occupies office. Nothing in the Constitution jus- 
tifies such barriers, which would for the first time 1m- 
munize a President from the ordinary responsibilities 
of citizenship in the context of private, unofficial con- 
duct and impede the investigation of criminal conduct 
under state law. 


A. The Considerations Asserted To Justify 
Presidential Immunity From Prosecu- 
tion Do Not Justify Immunity From In- 
vestigation For Unofficial Conduct 


Petitioner’s principal argument is that he must 
be absolutely immune from criminal investigation 
into unofficial conduct because such an investigation 
raises the same concerns that OLC has identified as 
precluding indictment and prosecution of a sitting 
President. See Moss Memo 246-54. Reasoning from 
the premise that a sitting President is immune from 
indictment and prosecution because of the burden, 
distraction, and stigma from facing potential loss of 
liberty after a criminal trial, petitioner asserts that 
he must necessarily be immune from criminal inves- 
tigation. Petr. Br. 29. 


For the purpose of this case, the Court may as- 
sume the validity of OLC’s position that a sitting 
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President is not amenable to criminal prosecution.® 
Certainly, a criminal trial and incarceration would in- 
fringe Article II. But the concerns that drove OLC's 
finding of an implied constitutional immunity from 
formal accusation do not extend to the investigation of 
unofficial, potentially criminal conduct during a Pres- 
ident's term. Thus, even while finding an immunity 
from indictment and prosecution, OLC also concluded 
that "[a] grand jury could continue to gather evidence 
throughout the period of immunity [for a sitting Pres- 
ident], even passing this task down to subsequently 
empaneled grand juries if necessary.” Moss Memo 
257 n.36. 


Gathering evidence is all the grand jury seeks to 
do here. And that task is vital to ensure that a Pres- 
ident may be held accountable for criminal violations 
upon leaving office—which all agree is basic to our 
constitutional scheme. Indeed, any constitutional 
rule of temporary immunity from prosecution during 
a President's term should not be transformed into a 
rule of permanent immunity simply because investi- 
gatory leads have grown stale or because the statute 


8 This case does not involve the question whether a sitting 
President may be indicted by a state or local grand jury for un- 
official conduct, and accordingly, it presents no opportunity for 
resolving that issue. The Court may proceed on the assumption 
that such immunity exists, however, coupled with the knowledge 
that respondent—who has made no determination on the ulti- 
mate merits—would be obligated under state law in this case to 
provide notice and, by extension, an opportunity to seek judicial 
review before any grand jury vote on an indictment. See N.Y. 
CRIM. PROC. LAW § 190.50(5)(a)-(b); cf. Holder v. Humanitarian 
Law Project, 561 U.S. 1, 16 (2010). 
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of limitations has run.? To guarantee that a Presi- 
dent, along with individuals and entities connected to 
him, are not permanently above the law, the grand 
jury must be permitted to collect evidence and follow 
leads when memories are fresh and relevant evidence 
is available. Nothing in the Constitution requires 
otherwise. 


Moreover, the concerns asserted to justify tempo- 
rary presidential immunity from prosecution do not 
apply to grand jury investigations into unofficial con- 
duct. 


1. As an initial matter, petitioner incorrectly as- 
serts that the text of the Impeachment Judgment 
Clause, U.S. CONST. art. I, § 3, cl. 7, establishes that 
a President may be criminally indicted “only after he 
is ‘convicted’ by the Senate.” Petr. Br. 21. As the 
Moss Memo explains, that is not so; the Clause does 
not differentiate among federal officers who may be 
impeached, and history and the original understand- 
ing settle that prosecution may precede removal. See 
Moss Memo 223-25. But even if that were not so for 
the President, the Clause says nothing to preclude in- 
vestigation. 


9 For this reason, unless state law provides for tolling, or a 
federal immunity rule had the constitutional corollary of tolling 
the statute of limitations during a President’s term of office, see 
Moss Memo 256 & n.33; Petr. Br. 33; U.S. Br. 32, the filing of a 
sealed indictment, with a stay of proceedings, might be a neces- 
sary and appropriate procedure. It is unnecessary to confront 
those difficult issues here, however, because—regardless of the 
breadth of any immunity from prosecution—the rationale for 
such a rule does not extend to investigation. 
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2. As a functional matter, responding to a grand 
jury subpoena does not impose the kinds of burdens 
on a President’s time and effort associated with crim- 
inal indictment or prosecution. A grand jury sub- 
poena does not “make it physically impossible for the 
President to carry out” official duties by restraining a 
President’s liberty as a sentence of incarceration 
would. Id. at 246. Nor does responding to a grand 
jury subpoena for documents require a President to 
choose between exercising constitutional rights—to 
attend trial, to confront witnesses, to have a public 
and speedy trial—and fulfilling Article II functions. 
See id. at 251-54. A grand jury subpoena is not an 
accusation that demands a defense; it is an investiga- 
tive step that generally unfolds behind closed doors. 


Presidents have routinely responded to much 
more burdensome requests for evidence than that at 
issue here without any disruption of their Article II 
functions. See supra at 18-19. And responding to a 
grand jury subpoena duces tecum for documents re- 
lated to unofficial conduct would not even impose the 
kinds of burdens that this Court has found acceptable 
in prior cases, including requiring a President to tes- 
tify under oath and disclose tape recordings of privi- 
leged Oval Office communications with close advisors. 
See supra at 19-22 (discussing Clinton and Nixon). 
Responding to such a subpoena is an incident of citi- 
zenship that does not, absent some special case-spe- 
cific showing, impose burdens cognizable under Arti- 
cle II. 


3. Unlike a criminal indictment or prosecution, a 
grand jury subpoena does not impose any cognizable 
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stigmatic burdens on a President either. An “indict- 
ment and criminal prosecution,” the Moss Memo rea- 
soned, creates a “distinctive and serious stigma” that 
would “threaten the President’s ability to act as the 
Nation’s leader in both the domestic and foreign 
spheres.” Moss Memo 249. A grand jury subpoena 
does not implicate any remotely similar stigmatic 
harm, for at least three reasons. 


First, a criminal indictment and subsequent pros- 
ecution is uniquely stigmatizing because it is a “public 
... allegation of wrongdoing,” id. at 250—an “official 
pronouncement that there is probable cause to believe 
[the defendant] committed a criminal act,” id. at 254. 
A grand jury subpoena, in contrast, is not an “official 
pronouncement” of wrongdoing; it signals only that an 
investigation is underway. Grand jury investigations 
are “necessarily broad,” United States v. Dionisio, 410 
U.S. 1, 13 (1973), and while they seek to discover pos- 
sible criminal conduct, they also serve the “invaluable 
function in our society of standing between the ac- 
cuser and the accused” and protecting “the innocent 
against hasty, malicious, and oppressive prosecu- 
tion,” Wood v. Georgia, 370 U.S. 375, 390 (1962). 
Thus, it is "clearly recognized" that giving evidence as 
part of a grand jury investigation is a “public dut[y] 
which every person within the jurisdiction of the gov- 
ernment is bound to perform upon being properly 
summoned.” Blair v. United States, 250 U.S. 273, 281 
(1919). And that notion—that it is every person’s civic 
obligation to participate fully in a grand jury investi- 
gation— in itself removes any stigma” from the par- 
ticipation. In re Grand Jury Proceedings Harrisburg 
Grand Jury 79-1, 658 F.2d 211, 214 (8d Cir. 1981); see 
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also United States v. Doe, 457 F.2d 895, 898 (2d Cir. 
1972) (“A [grand jury] subpoena is served in the same 
manner as other legal process; it involves no stigma 
whatever ... andit remains at all times under the con- 
trol and supervision of a court."), cert. denied, 410 
U.S. 941 (1973). 


Second, unlike criminal indictments and prosecu- 
tions, a core feature of grand jury investigations is se- 
crecy: “Since the 17th Century, grand jury proceed- 
ings have been closed to the public, and records of 
such proceedings have been kept from the public eye.” 
Douglas Oil Co. v. Petrol Stops Nw., 441 U.S. 211, 218 
n.9 (1979); see also United States v. Proctor & Gamble, 
356 U.S. 677, 681-82 (1958). Today, federal and state 
rules guarantee secrecy in grand jury proceedings. 
See, e.g., FED. R. CRIM. P. 6(e)(2); N.Y. CRIM. PROC. 
LAW § 190.25(4)(a). 


Petitioner contends that he is nonetheless subject 
to stigma because he is not merely a witness but the 
“target” of the grand jury’s criminal investigation. 
That is not so. The only person who has ever de- 
scribed petitioner as a “target” of the grand jury in- 
vestigation at issue is petitioner himself.!° But even 
if petitioner were a “target,” grand jury secrecy pre- 
vents any stigma by ensuring “that persons who are 
accused but exonerated by the grand jury will not be 
held up to public ridicule.” Douglas Oil Co., 441 U.S. 
at 219. 


10 The Mazars Subpoena does not identify petitioner (or an- 
yone else) as a “target” of the investigation but was issued as a 
part of the grand jury’s fact-gathering process into conduct that 
involves petitioner and multiple other persons and entities. 
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Third, to the extent that a grand jury subpoena 
for a President’s records of unofficial conduct raises 
any stigmatic concerns, the Court has already re- 
jected far more serious stigmatic harms as a basis to 
avoid judicial process. Nixon required the produc- 
tion—and, depending on relevance, public disclo- 
sure—of the President’s privileged, sensitive Oval Of- 
fice conversations that would implicate him in a crim- 
inal conspiracy. Clinton envisioned civil proceedings 
that could result in a jury verdict determining that 
the President had acted improperly or unlawfully in 
his private conduct. An investigatory subpoena for 
documents in the sanctity of the grand jury threatens 
no remotely comparable stigma. 


4. Nixon confirms that the prospect of temporary 
presidential immunity from indictment does not im- 
ply immunity from a criminal subpoena. Nixon held 
that a sitting President could be required to produce 
confidential communications from the Oval Office. 
418 U.S. at 703, 713. Yet at the same time, the Court 
expressly declined to address whether the grand jury 
acted within its authority in naming President Nixon 
as an unindicted coconspirator, concluding that reso- 
lution of that issue was “unnecessary to resolution of 
the question whether the claim of privilege [in resist- 
ing the subpoena] is to prevail.” Jd. at 687 n.2. That 
necessarily means that the subpoena question is dis- 
tinct from the indictment question—it did not matter 
to the Nixon Court whether a President could be 
named as an unindicted coconspirator because the 
President could be issued a trial subpoena either way. 


Petitioner overlooks this aspect of Nixon and in- 
stead relies on Fitzgerald, which he contends held 


31 


that a President is immune from civil suits stemming 
from official conduct because “personal vulnerability” 
to such suits would “distract [the President] from ... 
public duties.” Petr. Br. 30 (quoting Fitzgerald, 457 
U.S. at 753). Ifa civil suit is too distracting, petitioner 
reasons, a criminal investigation must also be. Id. 
But the Court’s immunity holding in Fitzgerald was 
not based on distraction caused by the litigation itself. 
If it were, then Clinton would have come out the other 
way. Rather, Fitzgerald recognized that liability for 
official conduct would “render [a President] unduly 
cautious in the discharge of his official duties.” 457 
U.S. at 752 n.32; see Clinton, 520 U.S. at 694 n.19. 
And, as explained, this Court has recognized that the 
Constitution does not immunize a President from the 
general burden of responding to legal process involv- 
ing private conduct. Clinton, 520 U.S. at 694, 701- 
706. 


Criminal investigation of a President’s private 
conduct, in short, does not come with such inherent, 
serious burdens as to justify a categorical rule of ab- 
solute immunity. 


B. Absolute Immunity From State Criminal 
Investigation Would Strike Deeply Into 
Principles Of Accountability And Feder- 
alism 


Beyond his arguments for immunity from any 
and all criminal process (including investigation), pe- 
titioner asserts that such immunity is especially im- 
portant where state or local grand jury investigations 
are concerned. See Petr. Br. 16, 23. If state prosecu- 
tors are permitted to ask grand juries to investigate a 
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President, he argues, thousands of vexatious and har- 
assing investigations will “embroil the sitting Presi- 
dent in criminal proceedings,” making it impossible to 
fulfill Article II functions. Jd. at 26. Those specula- 
tive concerns cannot justify an unprecedented new 
rule of immunity that would flip constitutional no- 
tions of federalism and accountability on their head. 


1. Itis a fundamental tenet of our system of fed- 
eralism that “both the Federal government and the 
States wield sovereign powers.” Gamble v. United 
States, 139 S. Ct. 1960, 1968 (2019). The federal gov- 
ernment’s powers are limited and expressly deline- 
ated, while the Constitution reserves any remaining 
powers for the States and the people. See U.S. CONST. 
amend. X. In particular, our system “reserv[es] a gen- 
eralized police power to the States," in recognition of 
the States’ unique interest in investigating and pros- 
ecuting crimes within their borders. United States v. 
Morrison, 529 U.S. 598, 618 n.8 (2000). 


Despite the centrality of the States to the Na- 
tion's criminal justice system, petitioner contends 
that the presidency requires a blanket immunity from 
state investigations because state prosecutors cannot 
be trusted to exercise their investigatory power re- 
sponsibly when it comes to a President. Yet petitioner 
cannot identify a single instance of state prosecutors 
abusing that power.!! He insists that a lack of abu- 
sive investigations or prosecutions is evidence that 


11 The Solicitor General's catalogue of examples of purport- 
edly harassing behavior by state officials, see U.S. Br. 18-21, 
demonstrates the opposite of what he suggests. Only one of 
these examples involved a state or local prosecutor. In the lone 
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state prosecutors did not previously understand 
themselves to have such power, and that once they do, 
“the floodgates will open." Petr. Br. 28. That is a re- 
markably thin reed on which to rest a claim of prophy- 
lactic constitutional immunity, which is why this 
Court rejected a virtually identical argument 1n Clin- 
ton. There, the President argued that a decision deny- 
ing immunity would “engulf the Presidency” in a “del- 
uge” of private litigation. Clinton, 520 U.S. at 702. 
But that prediction did not convince the Court to rec- 
ognize an immunity from civil suits for private con- 
duct, and moreover, the prediction turned out to be 
wrong: In the two decades since Clinton was decided, 
only a handful of private suits have been filed against 
Presidents, many of which have been quickly dis- 
missed by courts, minimizing any potential interfer- 
ence with the presidency. See, e.g., Johnson v. Trump 
for Pres., Inc., 2019 WL 2492122 (M.D. Fla. June 14, 
2019); Sibley v. Obama, 866 F. Supp. 2d 17 (D.D.C. 
2012). 


The Court’s refusal to credit speculative claims of 
harassing civil litigation in Clinton applies a fortiori 
to state criminal investigations. If anything, such in- 
vestigations by officials who take an oath to support 
the Constitution give rise to substantially less cause 
for concern. U.S. CONST. art. VI, cl. 3 (requiring state 


exception, an outgoing district attorney indicted Vice President 
Cheney and other federal officials, not President Bush, and a 
state court promptly dismissed the indictment, demonstrating 
that courts are fully capable of checking any prosecutorial mis- 
conduct. See Debra Cassens Weiss, Judge Tosses Indictments of 
Vice President Cheney, Ex-AG Gonzales, A.B.A. J. DAILY NEWS, 
Dec. 2, 2008, http://bit.ly/2SSNVPW. 


34 


officers to “be bound by Oath or Affirmation, to sup- 
port this Constitution”). A state prosecutor, unlike a 
private plaintiff, is “under an ethical obligation, not 
only to win and zealously to advocate for his client but 
also to serve the cause of justice.” Cheney v. U.S. Dist. 
Ct., 542 U.S. 367, 386 (2004). Thus, the “responsible 
exercise of prosecutorial discretion” serves as a check 
on potentially vexatious or harassing criminal litiga- 
tion that has no counterpart in the civil system. Id. 
This Court has repeatedly explained that the lack of 
“the check imposed by prosecutorial discretion” is a 
reason to reject or narrow the scope of private actions. 
RJR Nabisco, Inc. v. European Cmty., 136 S. Ct. 2090, 
2106 (2016) (quoting Sosa v. Alvarez-Machain, 542 
U.S. 692, 727 (2004). The presence of that same 
check provides ample reason here to refrain from im- 
munizing a President against criminal investigation 
of private conduct. 


Indeed, decades of this Court’s precedents flatly 
reject the assumption implied in petitioner’s prophy- 
lactic rule—viz., that state prosecutors are likely to 
exercise their investigatory powers irresponsibly. As 
"representative[s] not of an ordinary party to a con- 
troversy, but of a sovereignty whose obligation to gov- 
ern impartially is as compelling as its obligation to 
govern at all,” prosecutors’ “interest ... in a criminal 
prosecution is not that [they] shall win a case, but 
that justice shall be done.” Berger v. United States, 
295 U.S. 78, 88 (1935). Accordingly, state prosecu- 
tors, like their federal counterparts, are cloaked in a 
presumption of regularity: “It is generally to be as- 
sumed that state courts and prosecutors will observe 
constitutional limitations as expounded by this 
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Court.” Dombrowski v. Pfister, 380 U.S. 479, 484 
(1965). Thus, this Court has recognized that “federal 
interference with a State’s good-faith administration 
of its criminal laws is peculiarly inconsistent with our 
federal framework,” id., and cautioned against “deni- 
grat[ing] the independent judgment of state prosecu- 
tors to execute the laws of those sovereigns,” Cara- 
churi-Rosendo v. Holder, 560 U.S. 563, 580 (2010). 


This Court, in sum, has been “unwilling to credit 
. ominous intimations of hostile state prosecutors 
and collaborationist state courts interfering with fed- 
eral officers.” Mesa v. California, 489 U.S. 121, 138 
(1989). Yet that is exactly what petitioner asks this 
Court to do, based on unwarranted generalizations 
and rampant speculation without even a hint of evi- 
dence in history or actual practice. No constitutional 
principle authorizes a rule of prophylactic immunity 
from the ordinary incidents of citizenship premised on 
such unfounded fears. 


2. Petitioner’s argument for a special rule of im- 
munity from state investigation also ignores the sub- 
stantial structural and practical limitations on state 
prosecutors. State prosecutors generally may only 
bring prosecutions within their jurisdictions and so 
are inherently limited in the investigations they can 
launch. Every state jurisdiction also has adopted a 
rule requiring prosecutors to refrain from prosecuting 
baseless charges unsupported by probable cause,!2 


12 Forty-nine States and the District of Columbia have 
adopted the American Bar Association’s Model Rule of Profes- 
sional Conduct 3.8(a), which provides that prosecutors “shall re- 
frain from prosecuting a charge that the prosecutor knows is not 
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and a prosecutor who violates that rule can be subject 
to professional discipline. Connick v. Thompson, 563 
U.S. 51, 66 (2011). The “development and enforce- 
ment of [these] professional standards for prosecutors 
... lessen the danger ... [of] prosecutorial misconduct.” 
Malley v. Briggs, 475 U.S. 335, 343 n.5 (1986). And if 
these professional disciplinary mechanisms were not 
enough, prosecutors can be punished criminally un- 
der 18 U.S.C. § 242 for “willfully depriv[ing] [a] citizen 
of ... constitutional rights.” O'Shea v. Littleton, 414 
U.S. 488, 503 (1974). 


As petitioner himself points out and the cases he 
cites show, moreover, state grand juries are already 
precluded from targeting federal officials for official 
acts. Petr. Br. 30-31 (citing United States v. McLeod, 
385 F.2d 734, 750-52 (5th Cir. 1967) (state grand jury 
precluded from investigating DOJ activities); United 
States v. Owlett, 15 F. Supp. 736, 741 (M.D. Pa. 1936) 
(state legislative committee barred from investigating 
operations of Federal Works Progress Administra- 
tion)). That result follows from the protections for the 
exercise of official duties granted by the Supremacy 
Clause. See supra at 13-15. This prohibition against 
state prosecutors’ investigating a President’s official 
conduct minimizes any risk of prosecutorial interfer- 
ence with Article II duties. No basis exists to extend 
such an immunity to cover purely private acts. 


3. Finally, petitioner fails to explain why existing 
judicial checks on harassing or overly burdensome 
subpoenas do not suffice to ameliorate any harm that 


supported by probable cause.” California has an analogous rule. 
See CAL. RULES OF PROFL CONDUCT r. 3.8(a). 
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might occur in a particular case. State courts, like 
federal courts, have tools to protect the presidency 
from grand jury abuse and harassment. See, e.g., Vi- 
rag v. Hynes, 54 N.Y.2d 437, 443-44 (1981) (explain- 
ing grounds to quash grand jury subpoena duces te- 
cum); infra at 42-43. And a President can seek to 
make a credible factual showing in federal court that 
a subpoena seeking evidence of unofficial, unprivi- 
leged conduct is issued in bad faith or actually threat- 
ens Article II interests. Cf. Huffman v. Pursue, Ltd., 
420 U.S. 592, 611 (1975) (federal intervention in a 
state proceeding may be appropriate if “the state pro- 
ceeding is motivated by a desire to harass or is con- 
ducted in bad faith”); Younger v. Harris, 401 U.S. 37, 
45 (1971) (“[W]hen absolutely necessary for protection 
of constitutional rights, courts of the United States 
have power to enjoin state officers from instituting 
criminal actions.").33 Federal and state courts are re- 
quired to approach any case-specific allegation of har- 
assment or burden on a President's Article II func- 
tions with the “high respect that is owed to the office 
of the Chief Executive.” Clinton, 520 U.S. at 707. Pe- 
titioner provides no reason to believe that, in the un- 
likely event that a state prosecutorial office abuses its 
authority, both state and federal courts will fail to 
protect the presidency from a well-founded showing of 
harassment or burden. 


Such case-by-case checks are consistent with this 
Court’s prior treatment of judicial process against a 


13 Respondent did not challenge in this Court the Second 
Circuit’s holding that Younger abstention does not preclude such 
federal court review. 
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President, especially when it comes to unofficial con- 
duct. See supra at 19-22. In contrast, a prophylactic 
immunity protecting a President from the ordinary 
duties of citizenship with respect to purely private 
conduct would be unprecedented. Congress could, of 
course, enact such a prophylactic immunity if it be- 
lieved it necessary to provide a President more pro- 
tection than the Constitution requires. See Clinton, 
520 U.S. at 709. But no constitutional provision or 
principle authorizes this Court to adopt such a novel 
rule. 


C. The Solicitor General’s Heightened-Need 
Standard Applies Only To Privileged Ma- 
terials 


The Solicitor General stops short of supporting pe- 
titioner’s claim of absolute, unqualified immunity. 
But the Solicitor General puts forth his own categori- 
cal, prophylactic rule, arguing that a state prosecutor 
must in every case “satisfy a heightened standard of 
need.” U.S. Br. 26. Nothing justifies applying such a 
rule to state grand jury subpoenas across the board. 


The heightened-need standard derives princi- 
pally from Nixon, where the Court held that when a 
subpoena seeks material over which a President 
makes an “assertion of privilege,” the government 
must show a “demonstrated, specific need” for the ev- 
idence to overcome that claim. 418 U.S. at 713. Nixon 
involved a trial subpoena, but the D.C. Circuit later 
applied this standard in the grand jury context, con- 
cluding that “to overcome [a] presidential privilege it 
is necessary to demonstrate with specificity why it is 
likely that the subpoenaed materials contain im- 
portant evidence and why this evidence, or equivalent 


39 


evidence, is not practically available from another 
source.” In re Sealed Case, 121 F.3d at 756. 


The Solicitor General contends that respondent 
“has not satisfied” that standard here. U.S. Br. 26. 
But respondent never attempted to satisfy any 
heightened-need standard in the district court be- 
cause petitioner argued only for categorical immun- 
ity—not a heightened standard—until his petition for 
certiorari in this Court.!4 In any event, nothing justi- 
fies applying such a heightened threshold standard 
when the materials sought are not privileged or con- 
fidential official documents but rather purely private 
ones pertaining only to acts taken by a President as 
an ordinary citizen. 


1. The Solicitor General acknowledges that, in 
every case applying the heightened-need standard, 
the subpoena at issue involved “the President's [con- 
fidential] communications with his advisors.” U.S. 
Br. 28. There has never been any real dispute on this 
point, see, e.g., In re Sealed Case, 121 F.3d at 753 
(heightened-need standard concerns the “type of 
showing of need the [prosecutor] must make in de- 
fense of the grand jury subpoena in order to overcome 
the privilege"), but petitioner—who advances a 
heightened-need standard as a fallback—disputes 1t 
anyway, arguing that Nixon’s heightened-need hold- 
ing was independent of President Nixon's claim of 
privilege, Petr. Br. 46. 


14 DOJ raised its proposed heightened-need standard for 
the first time on appeal in the Second Circuit—also after re- 
spondent would have had any opportunity to demonstrate that 
he can satisfy it. 
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Petitioner is wrong. Nixon announced the height- 
ened-need standard in the section of the opinion la- 
beled “The Claim of Privilege” and explained that the 
government must show a “demonstrated, specific 
need” for the evidence when there has been an “asser- 
tion of privilege” based on “confidentiality.” 418 U.S. 
at 703, 713. The portion of Nixon on which petitioner 
relies that is not specifically addressed to a claim of 
privilege concerned Federal Rule of Criminal Proce- 
dure 17, id. at 702, and had nothing to do with the 
heightened-need standard. 


Petitioner also seeks to expand heightened need 
beyond executive claims grounded in confidentiality 
interests, based on a distorted reading of Cheney. He 
cites that case for the proposition that “[s]pecial con- 
siderations control’ ... whenever the ‘autonomy’ of the 
President’s office is at stake—which is always the 
case ‘in the conduct of litigation against’ the Chief Ex- 
ecutive.” Petr. Br. 46 (quoting Cheney, 542 U.S. at 
385). What this Court actually said was that “special 
considerations control when the Executive Branch’s 
interests in maintaining the autonomy of its office 
and safeguarding the confidentiality of its communi- 
cations are implicated.” Cheney, 542 U.S. at 385 (em- 
phasis added). The Vice President did not formally 
invoke executive privilege in Cheney, but this Court 
held that facially overbroad requests for information 
about a task force that advised the President could 
nonetheless be narrowed to avoid unnecessary inter- 
ference with official Executive Branch functions. Id. 
at 387. Even interpreting Cheney to impose some type 
of heightened burden when a civil plaintiff seeks dis- 
covery of official materials, no case from this or any 
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other Court suggests that a heightened showing is re- 
quired when the evidence sought is unofficial, purely 
private, and implicates no interest in government 
confidentiality or privilege. 


2. Requiring a prosecutor to make a showing of 
special need for evidence makes sense in the context 
of privilege: Article II provides a qualified privilege 
to protect the confidentiality of official communica- 
tions. See supra at 14, 38. But that privilege (like any 
qualified privilege) must be balanced against other 
important public interests, such as the public's inter- 
est in "the fair adjudication of a particular criminal 
case in the administration of justice.” Nixon, 418 U.S. 
at 713. Otherwise said, because a President’s confi- 
dential communications in furtherance of official 
presidential duties are presumptively protected, a 
prosecutor must make a special showing to overcome 
the presumption. No such across-the-board rule 
makes sense, however, when the materials in ques- 
tion are not confidential communications with Execu- 
tive-Branch advisers but are instead a President’s 
purely private records. 


The Solicitor General nevertheless argues that a 
heightened-need standard is required to “mitigate the 
risk of harassment” of a President by prosecutors and 
“reduce the risk of subjecting the President to unwar- 
ranted burdens.” U.S. Br. 28. But this argument fails 
for the same reason that petitioner’s similar argu- 
ment for absolute immunity fails: The Solicitor Gen- 
eral offers no basis for an across-the-board rule based 
on a risk of such harms when courts can (and should) 
remedy those harms 1f and when they actually arise 
in a particular case. Cf. Burr, 25 F. Cas. at 34 ("The 
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guard, furnished to [a President], to protect him from 
being harassed by vexatious and unnecessary subpoe- 
nas, is to be looked for in the conduct of a court after 
those subpoenas have issued; not in any circumstance 
which is to precede their being issued.”). 


In fact, the ordinary procedures for challenging 
grand jury subpoenas already provide for quashing or 
modifying subpoenas on harassment and excessive- 
burden grounds. See, e.g., FED. R. CRIM. P. 17(c)(2) 
(“[A] court may quash or modify [a] subpoena if com- 
pliance would be unreasonable or oppressive.”); 
United States v. R. Enters., Inc., 498 U.S. 292, 299 
(1991) (“Grand juries are not licensed to engage in ar- 
bitrary fishing expeditions, nor may they select tar- 
gets of investigation out of malice or an intent to har- 
ass.”); Virag, 54 N.Y.2d at 443-44 (grand jury sub- 
poena duces tecum may be quashed if the “materials 
sought have no relation to the matter under investi- 
gation” or upon showing of “bad faith”). 


Article II, moreover, requires courts to be espe- 
cially sensitive to the unique position occupied by a 
sitting President, making clear that they are not “re- 
quired to proceed against the president as against an 
ordinary individual.” Nixon, 418 U.S. at 708 (quoting 
Burr, 25 F. Cas. at 192). Thus, if a President showed 
in a particular case that complying with a grand jury 
subpoena would unduly impede Article II functions, a 
court could narrow the subpoena, extend the time to 
comply, or, in extreme cases, quash it. As this Court 
explained in Clinton, "[]f and when" a President 
shows that judicial process would interfere with offi- 
cial presidential functions, a court should respond “in 
such fashion ... that interference with the President’s 
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duties would not occur.” 520 U.S. at 708. But in a 
case when “no such impingement upon the Presi- 
dent’s” official conduct is shown, id., no basis exists 
for requiring a heightened showing. 


The same is true for harassing subpoenas. 
Courts already must quash grand jury subpoenas is- 
sued “out of malice or an intent to harass,” R. Enters., 
498 U.S. at 299; see Virag, 54 N.Y.2d at 443-44, and 
the same protections would apply with special force to 
a President, in light of the office’s unique position as 
the head of the Executive Branch, cf. Nixon, 418 U.S. 
at 702 (appellate review of a subpoena to a President 
should be “particularly meticulous” (citing Burr, 25 F. 
Cas. at 34)). Beyond that review, a President could 
invoke constitutional principles grounded in Article II 
if the President could make a factual showing that an 
investigative demand for private documents was in- 
tended as retaliation for official policies. Cf. United 
States v. Goodwin, 457 U.S. 368, 380 n.12 (1982) (de- 
fendant may establish claim for vindictive prosecu- 
tion by “prov[ing] through objective evidence an im- 
proper prosecutorial motive”); Branzburg v. Hayes, 
408 U.S. 665, 707-08 (1972) (First and Fifth Amend- 
ments prohibit grand jury subpoenas that constitute 
"[o]fficial harassment"). But the Solicitor General has 
offered no ground for special scrutiny where, as here, 
the President has made no prima facie showing of 
malice, harassment, or politically motivated con- 
duct. 15 


15 Because all subpoenas, state or federal, are ultimately 
constrained by constitutional principles, see Branzburg, 408 U.S. 
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The Solicitor General also errs in suggesting that 
a prophylactic, across-the-board rule 1s required to en- 
sure federal-court review of allegedly overly burden- 
some or harassing subpoenas issued to a President. 
U.S. Br. 28-29. A President may address objections to 
grand jury subpoenas in state or federal court if a vi- 
able constitutional claim is put forward based on a 
case-specific showing. See supra at 36-37. 


There is, in sum, no constitutional basis for re- 
quiring state prosecutors to satisfy a heightened-need 
standard in every case based on the risk of impermis- 
sibly burdensome or harassing subpoenas, when a 
President will have every opportunity to show that a 
particular subpoena in a particular case in fact inter- 
feres with the ability to carry out official presidential 
duties or was issued in bad faith or to harass. As ex- 
plained in Part ITI, however, petitioner has made nei- 
ther showing in this case, which requires affirming 
the decision below. 


at 707-08; In re Grand Jury Subpoenas for Locals 17, 185, 257, 
& 608 of the United Bhd. of Carpenters & Joiners, 72 N.Y.2d 307, 
312-17 (1988), the fact that Rule 17(c) does not apply in state 
proceedings does not leave a President with inadequate protec- 
tion, nor does it suggest that a heightened-need standard must 
be universally applied in Rule 17(c)’s place. Contra Petr. Br. 47. 
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D. The Prophylactic Rules Proposed By Pe- 
titioner And The Solicitor General Would 
Impose Severe And Unwarranted Nega- 
tive Consequences On The Criminal Jus- 
tice System 


Apart from lacking any constitutional basis, the 
prophylactic, across-the-board rules pressed by peti- 
tioner and the Solicitor General will substantially 
harm the public’s interest in the proper administra- 
tion of criminal justice. 


1. The costs of an absolute rule of presidential 
immunity during a President’s term of office are obvi- 
ous and severe. 


To start, petitioner concedes that a President is 
amenable to criminal indictment and prosecution af- 
ter leaving office. Petr. Br. 16. Yet immunizing a 
President from investigation during a presidential 
term risks effectively providing permanent immunity 
from indictment and prosecution, because delay “in- 
crease[s] the danger of prejudice [to the State] result- 
ing from the loss of evidence.” Clinton, 520 U.S. at 
707-08. And “the constitutional need for production 
of relevant evidence in a criminal proceeding 1s spe- 
cific and central to the fair adjudication of a particular 
criminal case in the administration of justice"— 
“[w]ithout access to specific facts a criminal prosecu- 
tion may be totally frustrated.” Nixon, 418 U.S. at 
713. This is presumably why OLC has concluded that 
while a President is not amenable to indictment while 
in office, “[a] grand jury could continue to gather evi- 
dence throughout the period of immunity.” Moss 
Memo 257 n.36. 
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The immunity petitioner seeks would also pro- 
foundly affect criminal investigations into conduct by 
other parties. Complex financial relationships, such 
as those being investigated here, often have multiple 
members, and a President’s records may be (and are 
in this case) essential to evaluating the actions of 
other individuals and entities. Not only would peti- 
tioner’s absolute immunity rule frustrate investiga- 
tion of such third parties but it could well immunize 
them altogether. Absent the gathering of sufficient 
evidence, no indictment could be filed—and any rule 
that might toll a limitations period during the term of 
a President's immunity, see supra at 25-26 & n.9, 
would provide no basis for tolling the limitations pe- 
riod for third parties who are not legally immune from 
prosecution. A delay in the ability to investigate such 
third parties for the length of a presidential term may 
well result in the running of the relevant limitations 
period and thus de facto immunity. 


All of that assumes that the evidence in a Presi- 
dent's possession would inculpate third parties. But 
such evidence could also exonerate them. Shielding 
exculpatory evidence during a President's term could 
lead to wrongful indictment or even conviction, erod- 
ing the grand jury's “invaluable function" in "standing 
between the accuser and the accused.” Wood, 370 
USS. at 390. 


2. The Solicitor General’s alternative height- 
ened-need rule would likewise impose serious costs on 
the administration of criminal justice. After all, the 
grand jury’s “right to every man’s evidence” yields 
only as to “those persons protected by a constitutional, 
common-law, or statutory privilege.” Branzburg, 408 
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U.S. at 688; see supra at 14, 38. And as the Court 
explained in Nixon, such “exceptions ... are not lightly 
created nor expansively construed, for they are in der- 
ogation of the search for truth.” 418 U.S. at 710. 


The impediment to criminal accountability for 
private conduct would be especially severe if the 
Court were to adopt the Solicitor General’s expansive 
view of the heightened-need standard. According to 
the Solicitor General, respondent cannot satisfy the 
standard because respondent “in all events lacks the 
power to indict the President before the end of the 
President’s term,” and so “the immediate production 
of the President’s records” is not “critical to the grand 
jury’s investigation.” U.S. Br. 32. On that view, there 
would be no difference between the heightened-need 
standard and the absolute immunity that petitioner 
seeks. The heightened-need standard would thereby 
implicate all the same severe harms to the criminal 
justice system as petitioner’s absolute immunity rule. 
When a subpoena seeks confidential official records 
that implicate Article II concerns, a countervailing 
constitutional interest may justify limited costs to the 
administration of criminal justice. But there is no 
constitutional or other justification for imposing such 
costs on criminal justice when the subpoena concerns 
only a President’s private, unofficial records. 


III. PETITIONER HAS NOT SHOWN THAT 
THIS SUBPOENA IMPERMISSIBLY BUR- 
DENS HIS ABILITY TO PERFORM OFFI- 
CIAL FUNCTIONS OR WAS ISSUED IN BAD 
FAITH 


Although petitioner is not entitled to any prophy- 
lactic immunity rule, a President could move to quash 
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or narrow a subpoena in a particular case upon a 
showing of either an actual (not theoretical) burden 
that interferes with the ability to perform official Ar- 
ticle II duties, or actual bad faith or harassment. But 
petitioner has not demonstrated any cognizable bur- 
den here. And while he has suggested that the 
Mazars Subpoena was issued in bad faith, that con- 
tention lacks support, as the district court has already 
found. 


A. Petitioner has not shown that responding to 
the Mazars Subpoena would unduly interfere with his 
ability to carry out his official duties. To the contrary, 
the potential burdens of the Subpoena are minimal, 
particularly when compared with the judicial pro- 
cesses this Court has ratified in prior cases. 


First, the Mazars Subpoena seeks only peti- 
tioner's personal documents. It does not require him 
to appear at a hearing or testify under oath. Yet this 
Court in Clinton concluded that requiring a President 
to prepare for deposition and give sworn testimony 
did not warrant even a stay of that proceeding, let 
alone full immunity. See 520 U.S. at 704-06. Even 
setting aside that this subpoena 1s not directed at pe- 
titioner himself, see infra at 50, the burden imposed 
by the requirement to disclose readily available finan- 
cial records 1s far less than the already-approved bur- 
den of preparing for and providing sworn testimony 
at a civil deposition. 


Second, the Nixon subpoena required the produc- 
tion of documents that would be used in a criminal 
trial, which would be open to the public. 418 U.S. at 
688, 711; see U.S. CONST. amend. VI. Public disclo- 
sure of a President's communications with top-level 
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advisers in the Oval Office clearly would have had a 
substantial impact on the President’s interest in con- 
fidentiality and would have been a major distraction 
from official presidential functions. Here, in contrast, 
the records sought by the Mazars Subpoena will be 
directed to a state grand jury proceeding, the secrecy 
of which is mandated by New York law. See N.Y. 
CRIM. PRoc. LAW § 190.25(4)(a). Only if a prosecution 
were instituted and the records constituted evidence 
of the crimes charged would they be offered in a public 
trial, and even then, confidentiality concerns could be 
addressed through routine court orders, for example 
to redact sensitive identifying information. Cf. Nixon, 
418 U.S. at 714-16.16 


Third, the information sought by the Mazars 
Subpoena is far less sensitive than the material sub- 
poenaed in Nixon. The financial information, such as 
tax returns, sought by the Mazars Subpoena has 
nothing to do with presidential functions. In fact, tax 
returns are routinely submitted to federal and state 
agencies, presidential candidates and Presidents rou- 
tinely release them publicly, and petitioner himself 


16 Petitioner asserts that the fact that this case involves a 
grand jury investigation, rather than a criminal trial, cuts 
against enforcement of the Mazars Subpoena, because a “trial 
triggers additional and competing constitutional rights held by 
the criminal defendant.” Petr. Br. 43 n.7. But petitioner offers 
no plausible argument for why that matters. The truth-finding 
interests that compelled enforcement of the trial subpoena in 
Nixon are just as weighty in the grand jury context. See supra 
at 22. That a criminal defendant has greater constitutional pro- 
tections than the subject of a grand jury investigation does not 
somehow make a grand jury subpoena more burdensome or less 
necessary than a trial subpoena. 
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has asserted that he would do so if his returns were 
not under audit. There is no additional burden to 
providing those same documents to a secret grand 
jury by court order. 


Fourth, unlike the Nixon subpoena, which re- 
quired the President himself to produce documents 
and recordings, the Mazars Subpoena “is directed not 
to the President, but to his accountants,” and “compli- 
ance does not require the President to do anything.” 
Pet. App. 20a. Petitioner objects that, because the un- 
derlying documents are his, he has standing to chal- 
lenge a subpoena seeking them. Petr. Br. 17, 35. But 
the question here is not standing. It is whether hav- 
ing to comply with the Mazars Subpoena will inter- 
fere with petitioner’s ability to perform official func- 
tions because of distraction. And the fact that the 
Mazars Subpoena is not directed at petitioner, even if 
his lawyers consult with him before production, 
makes clear that the judicial process here will impose 
no direct, cognizable burden on petitioner. !7 


B. Petitioner has also failed to make a threshold 
showing that the Mazars Subpoena was issued in bad 
faith or with the intent to harass. Despite having had 


17 Petitioner contends that it is not any direct burden but 
the indirect “distractions and mental burdens” associated with 
the Mazars Subpoena that “matter.” Petr. Br. 38. But as ex- 
plained above, if the mere fact that a President might be re- 
quired to “consult with his attorneys, consider the need to assert 
available privileges, and otherwise participate in his defense,” 
Petr. Br. 38 (footnote omitted), were a cognizable burden, Clin- 
ton would have been decided differently. See supra at 19-20, 48. 
And petitioner does not and cannot identify any more specific 
imposition that exists in this case. 
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the opportunity to adduce any relevant evidence be- 
fore the district court, see D. Ct. Dkt. 38, petitioner 
continues to rely principally on two facts to show har- 
assment—uiz., (1) that the Mazars Subpoena was 
largely patterned on congressional subpoenas, Petr. 
Br. 48; and (ii) that various officials in New York un- 
affiliated with respondent have made statements re- 
garding efforts to investigate petitioner and his tax 
returns, id. at 26-27. Yet the district court rejected 
these very arguments when evaluating petitioner’s 
contention that the bad-faith exception to Younger ab- 
stention applied and concluded that they did not suf- 
fice to demonstrate bad faith. 


As the district court recognized, there is nothing 
suspect about the Office’s decision to pattern the 
Mazars Subpoena on the congressional subpoenas, 
because those subpoenas “encompass documents rel- 
evant to the state’s investigation,” and mirroring the 
congressional subpoenas would “enable Mazars to 
produce those documents promptly.” Pet. App. 56a. 
That respondent sought to facilitate the production of 
documents by streamlining the process is certainly 
not evidence of bad faith. 


Meanwhile, the vast majority of the statements 
petitioner cites as supposed evidence of the motives 
behind this investigation were not made by respond- 
ent or anyone else associated with the Office or the 
investigation, and therefore (as the district court 
found) “do not reveal the ‘subjective motive’ of [re- 
spondent] in initiating these particular proceedings." 
Pet. App. 56a. The only statements petitioner cites 
that were actually made by the Office are badly mis- 
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characterized: Each was a direct response to or sum- 
mary of petitioner’s or DOJ's position, not a descrip- 
tion of the true motivation for the investigation or the 
Mazars Subpoena. See C.A. Dkt. 99, at 4, 6 (summa- 
rizing petitioner's and DOJ’s position that any state 
investigation of a President must come after impeach- 
ment); D. Ct. Dkt. 33, at 1-2 (responding to DOJ's po- 
sition that compliance with the Subpoena would re- 
sult in irreparable harm); D. Ct. Dkt. 38, at 43 (re- 
sponding to argument that the grand jury might not 
preserve the secrecy of the subpoenaed documents). 


Having considered these facts, the district court 
found no basis to “impute bad faith to [respondent]." 
Pet. App. 58a. Petitioner has offered this Court no 
basis to second-guess that conclusion, which is plainly 
correct. See, e.g., Inwood Labs., Inc. v. Ives Labs., Inc., 
456 U.S. 844, 857 (1982) ("[a]n appellate court cannot 
substitute its interpretation of the evidence for that of 
the trial court simply because the reviewing court 
might give the facts another construction [or] resolve 
the ambiguities differently" (internal quotation 
marks omitted)). 


Petitioner has failed, in short, to demonstrate 
that the Mazars Subpoena imposes a burden that 
would unduly interfere with his ability to perform his 
official duties or that 1t 1s a bad faith effort at presi- 
dential harassment. 
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CONCLUSION 


For the foregoing reasons, the decision below 


should be affirmed. 
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February 26, 2020 


LLC on c ee en ED M 


From: Jeff McConney 
Sent: Tuesday, February 14, 2017 12:11 PM 
To: Deborah Tarasoff 
Cc: Allen Weisselberg 
Subject: FW: $$ 
1 
Deb, 


Please pay from the Trust, Post to legal expenses. Put “retainer for the months of January and February 201?" in the 
description. 
M e 245 
Thanks : p 
Jeff BALALO 
| UNS PAYABLE 

I- R | U M P Jeffrey S. McConney ENTITY URN. 

Senior Vice President/Controller 

725 Fifth ae | New York, NY | 10022 i i # DITRN 
m 7231 17 EN 335 


T HS THE TRUMP : i ORGANIZA? , TON ; irumaorg.com | Trump.com 


From: Allen Weisselberg 

Sent: Tuesday, February 14, 2017 12:03 PM 

To: Jeff McConney ENNIO trumporg.com> 
Subject: RE: $5 


Ok to pay as per agreement with Don and Eric. 


From: Jeff McConney 
Sent: Tuesday, February 14, 2017 12:02 PM 


To: Allen Weisselberg ige: 000000607 
Subject: FW: 55 
Allen, 


Please approve the below invoice for payment. 


Thanks 
Jeff 


Jeffrey 5. McConney 
Senior Vice President/Controller 
725 Fifth Avenue | New York, NY | 10022 
pM 2. 231 | 395 
THE T RUMP ORGANIZAT r ON RM ton Qm 


CONFIDENTIAL DANY. 000315 


From: Michaél Cohen nit.) 


Sent: Tuesday, February 14, 2017 11:58 AM 


To: Jeff McConney <P uneven. 


Subject: Re: SS 


February 14, 2017 
Invoice 


Allen Weisselberg 
C/O: Donald J. Trump 
725 Fitth Avenue 

New York, New York 10022 


Dear Allen, 
Pursuant to the retainer agreement, kindly remit payment for services rendered for the months of January and 


February, 2017. 


January, 2017: $35,000.00 
February, 2017: $35,000.00 E 


Thank you. 
Michael Cohen 


On Tue, Feb 14, 2017 at 10:34 AM Jeff McConney 4 a@trumpore.com> wrote: 


$35,000 per month 


Jeffrey S. McConney 

Senior Vice President/Controller 

725 Fifth Avenue | New York, NY | 10022 

p. — vM ue: 


From: Michael Cohen DUM —— SNO 
Sent: Tuesday, February 14, 2017 10:01 AM 


To: Jeff McConney AER 


Suhject: Re: $$ 
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Jeff, 


Please remind me of the monthly amount? 


On Tue, Feb 14, 2017 at 8:43 AM 


Mike, 


Jeff McConney 


Please send me invoices so | cam have the checks cut. 


Thanks 


Jeff 


Jeffrey S. McConney 
Senior Vice President/Controller 


7 th Avenue | New York, NY | 10022 


From: Michael Cohen (alto MI? ert com 
Sent: Tuesday, February 14, 2 : 


To: Jeff McConney 000 eee org.com> 


Subject: Re: $$ 


Jetf, 


d'trumporg.como wrote: 


Sorry for the delay and thank you for the reminder. Please have the monthly checks for January and February 
made payable to Michael D. Cohen, Esq. and sent to 


Hope you are well and see you soon. 


On Mon, Feb 6, 2017 at 9:39 AM Jeff McConney Eo O 2 cp ore.com> wrote: 


Mike, 


CONFIDENTIAL 


QJ 
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Just a reminder to get me the invoices you spoke to Allen about. 


Thanks 


Jeff 


Jeffrey S. MeConney 


Senior Vice President/Controller 
725 Fifth Avenue [ New York, NY | 10022 
T. 


p. i 5 j| 
aoco | Trump.com 


rri nt TEES NN NPN SEE MPH TEE raft RN rir PIU reta at AN mST TTE EHI ET I TE EI NES IE eere meme ——— Bá 


This communication is from The Trump Organization or an affiliate thereof and is not sent on behalf of any 
other individual or entity. This email may contain information that is confidential and/or proprietary. Such 
information may not be read, disclosed, used, copied, distributed or disseminated except (1) for use by the 
intended recipient or (2) as expressly authorized by the sender. If you have received this communication in 
error, please immediately delete it and promptly notify the sender. E-mail transmission cannot be guaranteed 
to be received, secure or error-free as emails could be intercepted, corrupted, lost, destroyed, arrive late, 
incomplete, contain viruses or otherwise. The Trump Organization and its affiliates do not guarantee that all 
emails will be read and do not accept liability for any errors or omissions in emails. Any views or opinions 
presented in any email are solely those of the author and do not necessarily represent those of The "Trump 
Organization or any of its affiliates.Nothing in this communication is intended to operate as an electronic 
signature under applicable law. 


Yours, 


Michael D. Cohen, Esq. 

Personal Attorney to 

President Donald J. Trump 
0114 ' 


@email com 
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id 
“This eomrhunication is from The Trump Organization or an affiliate thereof and is not sent on behalf of any 
other individual or entity. This email may contain information that is confidential and/or proprietary. Such 
information may not be read, disclosed, used, copied, distributed or disseminated except (1) for use by the 
intended recipient or (2) as expressly authorized by the sender. If you have received this communication in 
error, please immediately delete it and promptly notify the sender. E-mail transmission cannot be guaranteed 
to be received, secure or error-free as emails could be intercepted, corrupted, lost, destroyed, arrive late, 
incomplete, contain viruses or otherwise. The Trump Organization and its affiliates do not guarantee that all 
emails will be read and do not accept liability for any errors or omissions in emails. Any views or opinions 
presented in any email are solely those of the author and do not necessarily represent those of The Trump 
Organization or any of its affiliates. Nothing in this communication is intended to operate as an electronic 
signature under applicable law. l 


Yours, 


Michael D. Cohen, Esq. 
Personal Attorney to 
President Donald J. Trump 
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This communication is from The Trump Organization or an affiliate thereof and is not sent on behalf of any 
other individual or entity. This email may contain information that is confidential and/or proprietary. Such 
information may not be read, disclosed, used, copied, distributed or disseminated except (1) for use by the 
intended recipient or (2) as expressly authorized by the sender. If you have received this communication in 
error, please immediately delete it and promptly notify the sender. E-mail transmission cannot be guaranteed. to 
be received, secure or error-free as emails could be intercepted, corrupted, lost, destroyed, arrive late, 
incomplete, contain viruses or otherwise. The Trump Organization and its affiliates do not guarantee that all 
emails will be read and do not accept liability for any errors or omissions in emails. Any views or opinions 
presented in any email are solely those of the author and do not necessarily represent those of The Trump 
Organization or any of its affiliates. Nothing in this communication is intended to operate as an electronic 
signature under applicable law. 


-— 


Yours, 


Michael D. Cohen, Esq. 

Personal Attorney to 

President Donald J. Trump 
114 
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ACCOUNT STATEMENT 


First REPUBLIC BANK 


It's a privi iic to serve en. 


a a : . Statement Period: 
SIMPLIFIED BUSINESS CHECKING October 26, 2016 - 
October 31, 2016 
Account Number: 
T S ESSENTIAL CONSULTANTS LLC XXX-XXX0-1897 
D. th C/O MICHAEL COHEN 
8 8 At Your Service: 


24-Hour Automated Banking System 
(800) 392-1407 


Page 1 of 2 
NEWS FROM FIRST REPUBLIC 


Did you know you can choose to receive paperless statements for your First Republic business account(s)? Ask your 
banker how secure and convenient Corporate Online and paperless statements could make a difference to your business, 
or find out more at firstrepublic.com/engage/corporate-online. Terms and conditions apply. 


ACCOUNT SUMMARY XXX-XXX0-1897 
Beginning Balance $0.00 Average Daily Balance $22,637.50 
Total Deposits and Credits $131,000.00 Minimum Balance $965.00 
Total Withdrawals and Debits $130,035.00- — Service Charges $0.00 
Total Checks Paid $0.00. Interest Earned This Period $0.00 
Ending Balance $965.00. Interest Year to Date $0.00 
ACCOUNT ACTIVITY 
DATE DESCRIPTION AMOUNT 
Deposits and Credits 
10/26 CREDIT-SPECIAL $131,600.00 
ADV 3a 
E Total Deposits and Credits $131,000.06 
s Withdrawals and Debits 
10/27 DOMESTIC WIRE FUNDS-DEBIT $130,000.00- 
KEITH M DAVIDSON ASSOCIATES PLC 
10/27 WIRE TRANSFER FEE $35.00- 
Total Withdrawals and Debits $130,035.00- 
ls — #$,009.— 
& (gz, à» Tw 9,030- 
7E Ren 
P mE ae 
( rà b 4 (6 0v Pro ED rich 
vos -— À "- 
] T Lx fae. TECH SER DES 
fag: Am] Dow > 
ul =) 
/ Jm 8,035. 
V ? 
III PINE STREET, SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94111, TEL (415) 392-1400 OR r-800-392-1400 
24 HOUR AUTOMATED BANKING SYSTEM 1-800-392-1407 
ary _ www.firstrepublic.com » MEMBER FDIC FRA 3051/14 
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Message 


From: Rhona Graff [/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP 
(FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN-RECIPIENTS/CN-14EBD4376C2E4F8BAO2446FC9E61E71A-RGRAFF] 

Sent: 1/24/2017 4:12:23 PM 

To: Westerhout, Madeleine E. EOP/WHO ÜU 5 5  GNMdV TT 

Subject: RE: Contacts 


I'm working on it. Hope to have it to you in a little while. 


Rhona Graff 
Senior Vice President - Assistant to the President 


725 Ei venue | Ne NY | 10022 
p. O AN | p. | — 05 | f. —— TE 


EE trumporg.com | trump.com 


----- Original Message----- 

From: Westerhout, Madeleine E. EOP/WHO [mailto D 110. cop. gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, January 24, 2017 5:01 PM 

To: Rhona Graff EG umoro. com 


Subject: Contacts 


Could you have the girls put together a list for me of people that he frequently spoke to? I don't want 
to have to bug you all the time- even though I will still call often :) 


Madeleine Westerhout 


Execut j nt to the President 
Cell: 3 
office: 295 
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Message 


From: Rhona Graff [/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP 
(FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=14EBD4376C2E4F8BA02446FC9E61E7 1A-RGRAFF] 
Sent: 1/24/2017 4:44:57 PM 


To: Westerhout, Madeleine E. EOP/WHO | 1 MOST gov) 


Subject: FW: Contacts 
Attachments: DJT Limited Contacts WH.xlsx 


How this for a start? 


Rhona Graff 
É fi R | | M p Senior Vice President — Assistant to the President 
72 ‘enue | N Y | 100 
— eer 000 | p. ie >: |f imm. 


THE TRUMP ORGANIZATION trumporg.com | trump.com 
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OGE Form 278e (March 2014) 

US, Office of Government Ethics: 3 CLR, part n UNITED STATES OFFICE QF 

| GOVERNMENT ETHICS 

Preventing Conflicts af Interest 
ie the Executive Branch 


f AMRA 


Other Review Conducted By: l | "E 
| Signature: | ato: ME 
| : | 


i, Office of Government Ethics Certifi cation (f required: l . 
Signature: Date: 


SY by lu » 


Note 3 ta Part 8: OGE has concluded that the information related to the payment made by Mr. Cohen is required to be reported and that the 
information provided meets the disclosure requirement for a reportable liability?" SIE 


CONFIDENTIAL DANY_520586 


CRB Ion Rr ior BHU, 
instructions for Part i 


Position Het 


lU veuniention Type 


a President ANB | 
2 4 Shadow Tree Lane Member Corp 3392917 
3 40 Wall 'isvelopment Associates LLU $ 4331105 & BIDS HIHET 
n 40 Wall Street Corameretat LLC AC President 08/27108 139/2917 
8 40 Wall Street LLG uc GUSTOS | ass? 
$ 40 Vall rent Member Cars Corporation Fresident/Cirector 94/298 ] .M19]p1T 
iz CENE 3128 Corporation n & Corporation PresidentiDireetor. 08/01/99 INZIT 
401 Mezz Venture LLG LS President ROMO, 
LL Moersbar & Presidant, 
808 Noch Canon LLC 4274310 1 
838 North: Canan Member col poration 4213108 ierat? 


81 Pine Noto Holder inc 573333 


i figno 
D: Ere LAP? 


Aviation Peyrol Company Sanoration Presi BEER 
Badiord His Com New pon e NY Corporation ee Direciur & PresitentTramsürec Secretary — HESS & 4 10096 419/2037 i 
Brar Hall Operalions LLC New York, MY Lic i Member 01109197 11122017 1 
Briarciiff Properties New York, IY Corporation Director & PresitentTreasuwer/Sevretary 112896 & qure je? : 
3 jew Yor You NY —— i — Member 03712713 Xe? i 
Piectorchair f 

Member iugntos Migutz | 

Me resident ABE SICS 1182017 

Ctias Trademark LLT New. York, NY MembeuPrasident 3192017 

Coronet Hall inc, Mas York, NY Serporatien i Diractor/Vice President RELARGA 4114818637 

Development Member Inc. New York, NY Corporation E'resideniSecratary & Director 194998 & 114/96 {11812017 

0 B Pace Asguleion, LLO South Carolina H tic I Member/President 1151284 ingmoiT 


DR Pace Acuulsifior 
ET Agrespace LLC 


182017 


ARGON 


imber Cares New York NY i Cotparation i Gharman President Diacor iut 
Intel i MamberPrestient Qufeono 


im 
Foreign Corporation — Pre eldent/Dires ior 


in25i04 


BROT | 


UY apreneur Meder ie (fii i 18/28/04 LLLA 
CNN DIT Holgings LLG New York, NY Meer & Frasident 14292018 & 12/2/2010 D 
E {LIT Holdings Managing Member LLC New York, NY Member & President 1219249 112077 
$ DIT Lang Holdings Member Corp Ney York, NY President sbiractur E oii WERT 
138 fT Operations 1 LEU Pain Beech, Florida i MambeoPreehtent i 37888 i ono 
ni IDIT Operations 39 LLC Palm Beach, Florus i MiembePresidan : OLSEN | 121222017 
i Waterbury, OT MemborProsident CHAP 41/9/2017 

hn NY ERS dent (— i? | 

| anon] "i 
44 ADT O mbar Gern __ {Pabn Beach, Florida RBNA AMBOT _ 
anager LEC Ne York, NY —À—— d— o92013 MiggoiT 
DT Dubal Delf Manager Member Cor. New York, NY Cotporation DirecorGheimarPresident ORGS Arteisat? 
OT Duba } Golf Manager LEC New York, NY HMO MemberPresident 3oi30h4 3192917 
DT Dubat ff Golf Manager Member Corp. Mew York, NY. Corporation | Direcior/ChelmaniPresident 100/14 171882017 
OT Home Marka International LLC New ‘Yar, NY HE Membar/Preaitant OFAZNS Atem 

a BiroctortiahetrmaniPrenctont anes ae 


aceasta ss Maw Yor MY na Corporation —- 
Rew ‘york, AY Hi QUON 


MembpsuPmssideni 


Gaps in numerical sequence are due ta the removal of previcuxly reported items no longer reportable on this part. 
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Pape Nunther 
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Corporation 


DT Marks Baku LLT = 
56 IT Marks Baku Mansoina Member Corp. » 
DT Marks Dubai LLC 


w York, NY StamberiPresident 
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168... [DT Marks Qatar Menibar Cap 10/90fi4 
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femationa! Member Sore. Now York, BY Cuorieretion GhoctoriShalremseyPrssidars i 09/343 SHORTT | 
[New York, NY LiLo Member/Poasident i 0170842 299017 | 
Corporation Director/ChatrmanfPresident i i092 — ROT 
uc c MemberPresident DEHBHA 1R8/2017 


DH Marks Pigs jj Managing Member Corp. Uorboratian 


u DT Marks Rio LLC LLG 
DT Marks Rio Member Dorp Coroorailors nauis Tien? 
Parinership PannegPrealdent e122n3 HEROIT 
Corporation DiraglonGhebmun President Diss Het | 
LLIT MemnberPissklent 06/213 ui PERT 


Domina 


ior Towsr Sucgaes ue Saas 
[DT Tower Gurgaon Mansging Member Corp 
OT Venture LLC PREME 


les Kork, NY Corporation i Directoriresident. d 034474 


'Y Venture Managing Member Corp 


ay York, NY Parineratip. i Portier TAGE RESET, 
ew York, NY LLG i Member DIE Art9potr 
ew York, BY Corporation od President/Directar Ree Dare remnant sues neget? 


LL Presidant/SecretendTreasurerfMamber 
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Dagementtom —— = ENO CSS un nn 
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KEINEN 
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89 ifiret Member, ins. oh oe | Qf28/96 ingmeir 
ir hte, fne. ven SE Fight, ings i Corporation OTA near | 

E aln asach, Fiodda | Le 42780 ingsmgotr 
ex "feri, RY i 122008 spon? | 


love York, NY THuwantY 


yak RY 


guy Br Sec 


indian Hills Holdings LLC five Indien Hills Development LLG MemseyFreshlent AONDOA & BDD E oSA 

d Jupter Gott Club LLC (Trump Nationat Golf Club - Jupiter iNew York, NY President 8gmpenz 
y [Now York, NY Fresident/Diectar Chairman: BESSA 3A T 

"E Now York, MY. PresidentiMember 312011 & 1/6/2011 HIIT 
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309/2017. 


| iWscoN | BOTT 


Member 
Pessidant 


Rew York, NY 


23123302 


n T 1108511 3118017 
. Presiden UTreasureniGecnelam. 04/18/06 igo 
$ Mar A Lago Club LLC. s MemberPresident E HART VERRAT 
iS [Mittens Associates d UNY BUM A Fertnecship— i Partner d] 
Miss Ainiverse t LP. L.L.L.P, (Formerly Trump Paggana, LP Mew York, NY Parinership i Pannar ien d ws 1203 
"Tumberry, Seeland Forgign Entity — Dirastor i sus utr e cd OSA ING T 3 HOOT d 
Hew York, ey Sorparation HE PresidentDirector . 8/00? d ing2oi i 
ic aenzns i MASS d 
Corgera senes i igo? 
1195/4 NT 
Panama Gogan Club Management LLC New York, NY = 9803748 Anean 
Panama Ocean Club Management Member Corp New York, NY Curporation Prssiden/ChaitmanfDirestar gemsrio canner banat TROT? 


Pare Consulti 


New York, NY Corgoralicn 1 
Mew York, NY 


fresident/Director/Secretanr hc 
Parner mS m TERAGA "m iigngot 


Nea York NY 318714 & 48/14 E att En ASOT? 

_ Mew York NY Presi RREA 1392217 

NL Consuliing Com Neo York. MY President i 49322885 12382017 
Poker Meniure LES New York NY MemibarfFresidant i BR 


iPoker Venture Managing Meriber Dorp 
Reg Toi Bagues, m 
IRPY Deve 


Hew York, NY 
Now York, NY 
Mew York, NY 


DrectodPredidentC neakeaian 
Diractor/PresidenySecralanyTmaaurer 
MembenPresident 


osnen2 


5 

iR York NY Menter esken —— iftgmolT 

p Mew York, NY i iiS 

342 inog Haven Apis lac DiectorVize President i 98/91/59 440/2037 

142 {Share Haven Shopping Canter LLC New York NY Member ines JARI 

444 | ISLC Turnberry Limited. {Trump Turnbenyl Turnbary, Scotland Foreign Entity Diractorfoheiman DAIRA MELLRE 
[Sussex Halt, tnc. New York, NY Corporation 


DirectonVice President Qao - 


Kew York, NY 0822 
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MemberPresident izftona Po SARRAF | 

DiyastodChainmaniPresigent 32894 i ASOT 


} 
i 


Foreign Entüly 
Mew York NY AR 
iNew York, MY Sorporation 


Menuber partera 
MembeuPresidunt OBES 
ChakeeniDlrengP restent 


kt Szot 


ve a- s: : EA 4j 
SHC Development Beat LUG LL z E n i. TIN IRE? 


188 ITHE Hefe! Development LLG iui Hi ^n 
A87 — THC MEA Developman LLG giten AHURA? 

488 THE Misi Restaurant Hoses z Member Gop Corporation ChalmaniDirectonfPres deni 32831742 ner | 
Be X HO REN WE 389/9017 
KM ABER OL Cot c EE Y OE N Corporation ChakmaniDirectan President 1 
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NUE Fan is (eh 2313; 


immructuser Bay terpuiredi iat 


Position Held 


THO Rig Manager er tic 

THC Gales & Marketing LLO 

THC Seles & Markeling Member Com 

THC China Technical Servicos Meansger Cons 


[new York. NY 
„New York, NY 
Rew York EN 


- OONH3 


i 


mew 


rarman rener asan 


New York, NY 


Chasitman/Eirector/President 


SEMIS 


fT? 


05h84 


New York, MY 


MembesPresident 


THO Shenzhen Hote! Manag 
THO Shenzhen Hotel Manager Member Com 


[Mew ‘York, NY 


MemberfPresident 


Haw York, MY 


New York, NY 


ChakmanGirectonPresidant 


gagra 


1198/14 
iust 


IN" 


SET f 


HRDF 


HA 


C AE 


1U25n4 


An9g2017 


New York, NY oreo i 
Thaw Yous, MY Comoration 


ChatmanDirectanPresidant 


Bish Columbla (Canada) i Sorporation 


Directod President 


188... THE Vantu! o : 
THE Venture HI LUC -NAGA TTTT Venlure LEG 


The Tramp SR Fit pice bompeny 
TIGL Common Area Benagement Com. 


WS 


Corporation 
Corporation 


gian 


108714 


ganana 


Chalmer/OkectogPrestdent 


03H44 


Corporation 


Charman Diracin Presidant 


1074 
zn? 


in 


DHENWSO 


SABO 


Fresident/Girector 


üzi23i4 


DirectosPresídent 


Deets 


SL Ireland Enterprises Limileu {Trump Ipismiallong! Golf Links - Doankeg) 


Boones, y 


THEM Member Coro 
BHT an Member Acquisition LLC 


Neve “fork, RY 


President Director 
MomberPres 


New York, NY 


Pentia 


NTC 


PUB? 


igno 


09003 


411912817 


New York, NY 


Naw York, NY. 


MemberPresient 


HEF IOS 


AESA 


06/03/04 


ALOFT 


RUIS 


MembarPrasident 


uis 


New York, RY 


TMG Member LLG 

TNGC Chatintie LLT 

TROD Charlotis Manager Dorp 

TRGO Dutchess County LLC tka Trump Marke Classis Care LED 

INGC Dutthuss County Member Corp fe Trump Marks Classic Cars Member Core} 


Sew York, BY 


Member/Presitent 


nifi reasureni 
Member 


President 


07T 


BUGAR 


TIRAT 


492047 | 


4020/14 


HONROTT 


iomgoni 


BED? 


141799 


NEARS ESSE 


Haw York, NY. 


HSE Jupiter Management Lt 


New York. RY 


Presitent/ChatrmanfOrector 


Tutos 


President 


ases 


x "TES (fn rump Nol jonal Golf Club - Philacsiphiad 
Grasi Court Member Gorg) 


Toronto Development LLC 
Travel Enterprises Manpgeriant, Ins (Formerly Tave at Trump, ine} 


Presidenti£O 
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SOE Fosse 233: eds Feier 
inztructions for Parti. 
ote: Thivis a public Ton. Do qat inside sermant sinkers, gras nhlvaisen, or Dardis marker natts, Ses Roan 


2 toy a mifer don. 


tited Mister Government 


Organizntiun Type position els 


tump AC Casipo Marks Mamber Corp. ror Y UR 


z | 63/28/97 AQ? 
223 Trump 845 LPLLG ident. DE 49/2017 
224 rung 845 UN GP LLC NY £ bar denireaeucsr Gessner BOT 
228 — Temp 845 UN MGR Corp iNew York, NY Corporation Prezident AL ME ki roin 
238 — imp SE UN MOR LLG (PAGA Min UN LEC) New York, NY Auc President Treasurer Member 

3 iTrump AC Casino Marke LES lic Aussee 


2/00/08 


Des 


GE 


ember President 


Books LLG 


30951 


{MIET 
i 73182037 


23 oe Books Manager Corp Corngeelion Piesident/ChulmaniCitector IRANTI Migizo17 
233 i Lio Presidenti Member i 
£34. Clit Manor Development LEE (fermeny Briar Hal Davelepment LLOJ iNew York, NY UG President ERBE: 

235 Trump Canadian Services inc New York, NY Corporation ___ PresidentiSecretary 
238 Drum C an annus iNew York, NY - BL 
1237, Corporation dl ENT _ 


i Taran Canina Park West Com — Comoration President 


238 n 08/27/01 
Fi PresidentiMambar OSH ANG 
240 rung Camis mee orp Gorporation Prasident/Ctalrmamn Dic 02HB8At0 
#44 Age Entertainment Holdings Inc (viva Trump Castries ino, & Formerly Trunig Ta} Mahal, ine.) | Comustion Chaima Treasurer CORR 


S pcm 4 2. 
Q8Z8HO0 
3272591 


igno 


lan York, NY Lc Preslttent/Mamber 


i Corporation 97/08/10 JAB? 
ge | un. {idea York, NY. 1 i FreshienyMembar D8728H0 TEST 
4B inmp Chlonge Mang; sc ABO YORK, NY Lic i Presidant NI 42303704 
288 emp Chicago Member LLO Ira York, RY LLO President i Qoar 
& Trump Chicago Residential Member Com iNew York, NY Corparelon Prasident(thaianitirector i rang 


28748 


io AMABGOU 
1H92017 
BRUM 
4/2047 


Fiesident 


nm 


tmo 


ramp OFS Eu Y Gorooratiun ireen 
Tump CPS uc. "e ov York, HY LLG Member & President 


TEARS 


THORS 


ay York, NY ic Member 
uw Vaf, RY .Presidenu Member. 


eene eee tie ee 
| 12388017 d 
REZU 


MemberiP ras! 
rresidentiDreciosChalemar 


... {Emp Binks issa Member Corp. 
Trump Education ULC 


DES BIBT 
90525H1 282077 
onus 


EresidentiDieacior Ghat 


ew York, NY 


o ——— 
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Tnimp Empire Stats, inc, arn Fresident/TressureÜhrstler 04/18/94 
2C Jum Mattonaf Dorah ic President 


wise | 


DANY_520591 


ORES oan 270 Tefen 2014) 


jngoometion 


Ücgnaizntion Type Position Held To jns 


08/04/11 1119/2017 


ee Yo NY i 854409 33932017, 
Trump Ferry Point üc New York, NY ao Fresident/Mermber 08/0470 ingemgoty 
Trump Ferry Point Member Corp Naw York, NY President/Director/Chaicnan Gero4no. 

278 — [Trump Florida Management LLC iNew York, NY -— Member 083905 — 1 1 i Wi ^. 

279 | (Trump Florida Manager Corp... 0000.00. Drectonbreside D M 


The Ti tump, Follies LLC New York, NY 12/14/06 insat? 


EU uc New York, NY x tic O40 4718/2937 
1284 . rump Golf Coco Beach LLC, MemberfPresiden! Sah Or VB 
285  iTnanp Golf Gove Beach Member Corp Corporation Director President 32nor Angi2017 
286 Trump Golf Management LLC iic MembeuPrestdent 91/26/05 

287 . rump Home Marks LLO LLG MamkerP resident pun HOS 

288 rump Home Marks Member Com — Corporation. Eresident/Directar 


289 | Trump jee LLO 


d TEE og <0 OOOO ME Prasident/Member 
290 “Trump ice, inc. 


3/25j0: | iismotr 
peter 4912017 


293 _|Trump International Development us = Member/Presidant 131428710 411812017. 
294 iTrump International Devalopmant Member C: _ Presidant/Oirestor/Cheirman 128/10 1192017 
285 Trump international Golf Club LC (Trump Pe Golf Club - Florida) Pal Beach, Flodda Member & President l 881997 & 11/13 iio oi? — 
298 — iTrump International Golf Club Scolland Limited Aberdeen, Scotlerid Foraign Entity Diractor & Chairman M24i08 & 3513/06 
Palm Resch, Florida Corporation PresidenV/Diresioy/Seersteryff; 
[Nw York NY | Condominium Association President — 
ER {New York, N NY Lo LL President DAOS 1/9/2017 
rump Fisraelonal Hotels Management üc atem New York. NY President/Merber 96/13ib& 1182077. 
Trump intemalional Management Com New York, NY Conan "m PresidentDirector orm2i96 4638/2017 
Trump Korean Projects LLO iNew York, NY. £c Member 08704799 o] 2017, 
ins Diss LLC iNew York, NY Member partons ABERAT 
jew York, MY Director/Ptestident DeHOm5 — —— Ll FDOT m 
Director/Prasi 12108109 ineo: | 
Trump Las Vegas s Development iic PresidentiMember 10002 319/2017 
Trump Las Vegas Managing Member LLC President/Mombar JOOS WIRT | 
Trump Las Vegas Member LLC PrésidentiMember 40/04/02 DRAT 
Trump Las Vegas Sales & Marketing Inc iLas Vegas, NV Président 30708704 4182837 
Trump Lauderdale Development ZLLG iNew York, NY Member. 88/08/94 TVA A209? 
Trump Lauderdale Development LLC iMew York, NY President K Member — lu... MESSE Agno — 
Trump Menagementine. MANN iNew York, NY Bireetor & VP 11912917 
B18 Trump Marketing LLG . iNew York, NY. MemberPresident_ 


320 [Trump Marks Asia C E ew York, NS 

324 Trump Marke-Asía LLC , SPRA Now ‘fork, NY = President 2/29/2008 1114/11 & 2/20/08 3218129417 
232 {Trurap Marks Atlanta Li New York, NY 1l MamberPresident. 05/04/08 4719/2037 
323 Tramp Marks Allante Member Cam iNew York, NY Corparston Rresigen/ÜirestorfChalrman n5/01/08 AOR 
326. |Trump Marks Batumi LLC vey York, NY LLC Member & President 

M27 — | iNew York, NY Ei Corporation Presidentiimsio Chairman Sch tease bs Dauanti 

330 Corporation 05/17/07 Mer 
[391 | : E s mbenPresident _ DEP O7 19/2017 
382 Sung Marke Chicsge uc .iNewYotk NY —— MeinbedPresident 9414/0 i 124882017 
333___|Trump Marks Chicago Member Corp "New York, NY Corporation Prasttent/Diraclufchelrman | 2444/40 3192017 
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THE Fon 2082 od 2658}, 
instructions for fant 3 


New York, NY Pissidont/GireclorfChsipman 2863/07 


New York, NY fresidentiMembar 
Sew York, MY Prasidentty 


ew York, NY PrasidentiMembor 287807, 
New York, MY Presiden’ Member ONT BANS 
d MEM NE: Fresidentrent ji 3913/09 


on Marke Fi, Lauderdale LLG PRAT 


rump Marks Fi Lauderdale Member Corp New York, NY Gorporatior: 11/06/07 
u OM Fork, NY Dorporalion President! 
iNew York MY 


Cuoporation E DiestoriChatrmaniPres: ent GAROOT. 


flew York, NY. 


Lic President Murnber 
N Precor tyoirmmanfPesident 
Bew York, NY iu FrasidanUMamber CSH8/08 
Tramp Ms Mae „fersa — Si EIER New York, NY Corporation DirectauPresiient 05/27/07 
Trump Marke Jersey ETE tie President OREO? 


Tramp Marks Las veg Cen. ‘ Dicastoy Fee: 
{ em [me York, NY PresidentiMembar 
MORTE. New York. NY zi 
ants Mattress LLC Mw York NY 


Naw York, NY Direcior/GharntierifPrestderd: 


3 i Presion MENDE — 
Goroeratio | DirsctogPresident IBIZA 
Corporation i PresidentiOirentor üafte/cr 
ic 


san Member Corp. " 


New York, NY 
Mew. York. BY 


NI 
392017 


Mew Yo NY FesidentiDrectorChütrman 4194110 
New York, NY DiractorPresidert 983 
Eresidentibdember LER 
Tnamp Marks Fain Beach Conn. tif is MISBOTZ 
arks Palm Beach LLC New York, NY | Presiden Member, Dar 28m ineooi 
New Yorks, NY Corporation Director President DART Hon 
ma ; 
argosstion Preside: a H 
rump Marks Philadeiphis LLC uc PresitentiMembor Baer HIRUGA 
/__{Teanp Marke Phiiopingg ic ke AA SECUS 70 0000. 4 ARBRIT — 
x uk... boporslen resident Dumas yisgui7 
Trump Marks Products LLO LLG Presidentitembar oerisno | dHegelr 
To Made Products MM A x York NY Conseration PresidentiDirctar/Ciidirman DEARER i RNI? — 
H uc 
Corgarotion Atene 
Lo PresidentiMember 132017 0 
_Dorparstion PrositentiDEreton chairman i 
The Trump Marks Heal Esas Co York NYC E 
Trump Marks Regl Estate LEC j SRH 
H Haw York, NY En Corporation — eee OBE UOT inasgu? 
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VOR Forni 28e (hua BAD 


Trump Marks SOHO LED 


Trump Marks Stamford C 


e 


quent 


mE Paw Yok NY President Member 
inex Yar NY orporation, DirectauPreakfent 


EIER 


Naw York, NY [RAM President 


Trump Marks Tampa LLU 


$92 — Trump Marks Toronto Cap. 


OSHA? 


New York, NY i AMOR? 
i 130307 
Frasident/iisnker m 1198197 
pe _ Director Pragident 110897 
Corporation Direstar/Prssident juam? 
1 Prasidantffierser ions? 
iNew York, NY Comoration DiractorFresident Ghote oen 


iNew York, NY Hc 


Presidentiiamner 


DBRT 


403 troup Marks Toronto LEG 


x 


fnew York, NY 


few York, NY 


GANG? 


BROT 
1H92017 


Diractor/Presivent 


QAI 
9238/13/07 


| 1192097 


LL Cerporation 
ic 


283107 


s eke? Prexident/Mterber 
Trump Marks White Plains Com _ iNew Yori, NY Corporation | fresideniDirector 
Trump Marsa Witte Plaine LLO iNew York, NY ME Prasiden¥Membar 


I ARBIZOIT 


BRIST 


Trump Qld Post OF 
jap o 


rump Organization U 


Tug Trump Organization 


..itump Pageants, Inc, 
"Trump Palace Condomini 


no, 


Corporation 


Dlirector/PresidentiChatrman 


New York NY PrenidentNember 
New York, NY i ABIT 
E: PrasidenuMembar OPER 3188917 
Corporation PresidanUDirectodCi 3719/08 AGO 
x Ac President CBIOz/00 Misit? 
rump National Golf Club Memos: Corp Mew York. NY | Corporation ; DirectorPresidentonaiaman 
41F__ jTnump Naiona Gia Club Vastinglen CIC LLC New York, RY ic i President 
478 5. Trump iub Washington DS Member Dorp, 


2/8 & August 2908 


AGT 


Cat 


SHRROT 


TASIS R SAAS 


192017 


New York, NY 


um 


New York, NY Condominium Association President 


Corporation Direclor & Chsimanif'resident 


BETA 


Mernber 


Tramp Patsce/Pare LLD 


Trump Panama Han Management 


Trump Panama Hole! Menegement ! 
Trump Parc Exst Condominium 


Trump Park Avenue Acguisiion LEO 


PresidentiMembar 


CaS ie 


igi 


Pissiden/Director/oharman ROSE Ute] 2 
President 9430/98 ee ARBIEMT | 
New York, NY MambetPresident. Rov, 2034 fiai 3 


New York, NY 


„urmp Park avenue LLO 


Trump Plaza Member Inr. 
442 — iTpump Productions LEC d 


Trauma Payroll Ghieags [D o 


New York NY Lic Kr 


. iump Phoenix Development LLC 


.Aftump Plaga LEC E 
Piazu Como 


NGUSSES 
former Rancho Lien LLO) 


at "Comoration 


„Member 


MET 


MERE HE AL] Foi a 


DirectauProsident/Traasurer 


Ob yee? | 
i 1089 | AMSEen | 
] OBIDSIDd INT AN 


MenberPresiden 
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OGE Fen Tao sth da 


aps Namker 


Organization Type Position Held 


.. PresidentiMember DEES REZATI 
ProsidentiMember 27/51/12 Mignon? 
Member 00/5/00 l.2smon | 
Fresktent 9755/9 339/2017. 
i 48017 


Trump Rustin Commertal LED = 
Trump Rufin RES 
rump Ruin Towsr LLC 


Trump Sales & Lenzing Chicago tt E 


& Leasing Chicago Member Coi ABBOT | 
innn, Sootiend Corporation DirectotProsider B Ea MiBaotz d 
iSeotstorugh Su, VA B H Président PILHAR sme | 

s D ES WOTOUgN Sg. VA. Corporation H President hstrmanDirector 97/07/11 31812617 


Rew Yoru Mi 


| Condominturn Agsosiation | Member of the Board 


SENT 


Trump Soho MemberLLC 


Trump Terno Development Inc E cae ip d 
" Tonne, CA. ] Corporation ia m 05/30/08 
ide Ya, AY Corporation Director Chakra 3371908 
; i i uc | President ARBRIT 11902017 
Trump Tower Gondomintum Residential Su Condominium Association | President 03/2389 áÁ : xr 
46h — irump Tower Managing Member inc Coportion —— | MEE C. co MR. Tener EST, 
Trump Village Construction Corp. Ds tU Se, AUN Re x j geraten, Director Vins Preside BEANS inset 
(rump vineyard Estates 11U iNew Yor NY OU 


i Corporation President Director harman 
(tise York, BY i Lic i President 9815/11 Piney G 
iNew York, NY. Í Dognoretien. i PresidsnitlrectorChsirman naneni {NBT 
LLC i MecaboriPresident 342011 & SR unt 
i President/GlrectoriChauirmaen IEEE u FAST 


Prezidant T sn N  Misgot 


EEES 


ATS mi Mir 


Wy 7 
irector & Chairmen! President 5/21/2011 & BZH 3 
donacione MambedPresident KESAR 4 inge 
anager Gurp Cororation i 282941 tuse 
478 Trump Word Publications LUC BEE uc gogo 1n9oo17 | 
580 Tuniken World Proparty Managerient LUC iur — BR j 


Corporation 
Tumberg, Sootiand i Cuporation i Blreotorfr 
Yumbeny, Scotland i Hue i President 
i President ieee 

Presidant MAA 


Presidant/DireciorfCharman 


NUT 
FABRE 


Bann. É ge LL. 


xg, feeder 
Beacon, 


i TW Venture } Managing Member Cog 
LT Venture ft Managing Member Corp. 


HERE BAZIN 993 
RAR 


] Corporation ... President/Dir: 


Seps in numericn! sequence aee due to the removal of previnusty reported items eo longer reportable on this part. 
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an 298s Wisse MILD 


for Parti 
ashe Bone. so no 


Geganization Type 


[Page Number 


Wer Palm Operations LEC 


Wexford Hal Inc. 


TPasition Held 


Member! President 


___ PresigentiMember 
Mamber/Presigent 


BRINGS WING 


tirectoriviews President 


Duo fac 


Wie Course LLC 


LG EA 


December i8 


C. Trump December 16, 196 Trust. FINO Robert 8. Tump 


545 


ee a tan 
üfporatior i 
Compara P 


ME 


President 


53/2042 


DtrectonChsimern? resident 


Cuptor — 


B The fred Tiump December 18. 1979 Trust FIBO Elizabeth J. Trum 


New York, RY 


iFred C. Trump, GRAT Trust. F7D/D Elizabeth Trump Grau 


Kew York. NY 


Ciecamber T we 32017 


dusas 


Decemosr-76 if 19917 


Tiustes 


December? 


New York, NY 


Tersise 


. Inımp- EUG Eleabeth Trump Grau 


RAT Trusts FABIO Elinan 


517 


518 


The False m i Tengu. ing, 
iT Mali Golf Manener LLD 


ah Trump Gne Grau 


siz | Teun UNDO Fred G. Toup. ER} Re frandchildran pf Fs 


i818. 
819 


Manager Meniber corp 


Mew York, NY 


Trustas 


Nor profit 


Trustee 


pers? 


Agidi mro 


Trustee 


Apaeta 3719/2047 
ET ME 


de 


President. 


D6mwis 


Corporation: 


Dlracton’GhainsardPresident 


GBB3RS 


DT Gali Techni 


LS 


President 


DT Connect Eur 
OY Endeavor ELO 


DT Endeavor 1 Member Comm 


ft Lita Golf Manager Luc 


Corporation 


DfrestorChaimeni® 


SL. 
Hews Yer, NV 


X nm" 
WtgnolT 


2333 i SBI? 


1 


us President pue | 2037 
New York, NY Cetperations Ditecter/Cheiman/President 01/048 1 38892017 
New York, NY LLG Presidant D5/23f18 
New York, NY. Mh Corporation Directorí(chgirmaniProsh DÓ/28A5 
Mew York, NY Huc President 


Rew oris, NY 


Mew York NY i 


New rone NY + E i RIIS AH? 
Mew York, NY WE NamberFresidepf 05:235 Vigna? a 
Communion DlrecterChairmanPresidant OMENS Agni 
New York, MY ii Meme President 98/2; MEN NBC HUM 
Saw York, NY Sorporstion Director/ChairmaniPresident Gaag FISES 


torehan 


PINT 


Neve York, MY 


LLS 


Serporation 


Director chers 


Kombat 


DirectorChairmanPresicent 


Merber Comp — 


CONFIDENTIAL 


AUD 


Aena 


mom 
üüsane 


New York, NY AC MemberiPresident 
$ kaia Managing Menter orp — — New York, NY Corporation Directer/ChairmardPres dent 
546 AOT Ventare LLO New York. N HE President 


ODA MiBHOT 
1158 ítolmT 
112515 VEIT 


MEANS 


Gaps in numerosi Secuenos are due 


DirectorfChaimaniPresident 


4nogm 
2 


to the removal of previously reported Items no longer reportable on this part 
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ERR Fron Be (10:3: FA 
lastructions for Part 1 
Le he aceti numbers: Mirae atin tex. ae feralis natni meme, Soe insttrtions for. nie wy tution, 


Organtention yn Podtinn Held 


DT Venture ILLO Haee CHEF | K NY uc President — (wie NUM 


DY Venture B Member Corp LR te Corporation — 5. DrecionChatenanPresidert ———— DIANE 
DTTM Operations ELC 


_Cosparation — f. ran Praden muss 

List Q19o4na 
Corporation i DiectodOhsirinanf?resident DUNAS HIHIGIT 

ic i Memberferesidept BEINE MISamT 

roll Cones au Campanien i Directorch $ BORE 

TRE DC Basigurant Hospitality LLC SM New. $ E 0875 

€ DEVELOPMENT VENTURES LUC. ae 

Q PEVELOPMENT VENTURES MEMBER CORP " ! 1th, NY "Comer 


h UN H 
New Yeu NY E Pr men ferManagiag Member Tanaris in "em 
i 


Badminater, NJ President oen ioo digmmot? 


Gaps it numerical zenuena are due In the removal of previously reported terns no longer reportsble on this part. 
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OGE form 478e (March 2014) 
art 2 


(Part 2 - EXHIBIT A} 
Reference # 


Ther RN BOO QUU Ieri rar B5, 000.000 


lindering Asset commercial resi estate 
Lossio: Mew York, NY 


: Quer R50 000.900 E Cer $5,060 008 
Underving Assaia residential & commercial real exte 
Location: Chicago, fL 


See atechedt schedule 


[BUS NORTH CANON LIC | Ré [95,000,001 - $25 800 DOG | Pone (or less than S30 
Underlying Assets: residential reat e | 

Location: Bawas Hite UA 

Soe atisched schedule 


BS. iab i SS DOG ~ S25 NALOQU 

Underlying Acsets: commercial rent exte | 

Laocsbon: Mew York, NY 

See stiached schedule 

Canbusiess sin i i id + 1 OLE Q hone (ar ings than S201) 
Linderiging Assata. med 

Location: Dominican Republic 

Sue aliached schedule 


nepotes d 


v0 TINT Soke 


Rune for fexe than SEC 
jUnderiying Assets residents reg! estate 

Lncnton: Pariak, YA 

Res alachat nehadele 


THE ACCOMPANYING SCHEDULE [PART 2- EXHIBIT A) I5 AN INTEGRAL BART OF THE ABOVE AND SHOULD BE READ IM CONFUNCTIOM THEREWITH, Gaps in numerical 
sequence are due to the removal of previously reported tems na longer reportable on this part, information being reported from January L 2017 to December 31, 2017. 
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(Fiers Name 
[Donald J. Trump 


Income Type 


(Part 2 - EXHIBIT A) | 
‚Reference # 


{pine tor lees then Sant) 


None ior jess than BEN) 


interest 


js sud 
Up COmputy, 


QNS EL 
Ungerying Asseta aire ft 
Locator Neu York NY 
Ree allachau schedule 


Shear 350.002.000 PAG EROR TT 


ICT GONNEGI TUT 


1020 $15,001 - $80,200 


$484 493) 


MESSZIRE fees 
Beye! 


TH SHELODT - 25,800,000 


I$15,001 - PAD.000 


Salas portas refecta 
iAdditicnal Lindedying A 
IGROUP LTE, DORYA INTE 
HNTERNATIGNAL SA, WOM C 


ling only, 
ense deal eih RNA RESOUNCES 
WAL LUG, HCAMES TUE 


198, GOOD 1 - 228.100. DUO SOG BH - 1,000,000 
: ans nunt properiv 
Locations St Marin, French Wagi indies 


See s@ached xohetule 


THE ACCOMPANYING SCHEDULE [PART 2 - EXHIBIT A} IS AN INTEGRAL PART OF THE ABOVE AND SHOULD BE READ IN CONJUNCTION THEREWITH, Gaps In numerical 
sequence are due to the removal of previously reported items no longer reportable on this part, Information being reported from January X, 2017 to December 21, 2017. 
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US of46 


Tatfached schedule m = 2 Income Amount 
| (Part 2 - EXHIBIT A} 
[Reference # 


Cor $80 BOG. BGG | ear $5, 00.000 


ai notate 


youri hakikiy x 
ae, Ne York, M'Y; See atiachad 
gof related revenus $270,000] 
Xaiue sot readily eoteriainahia. i 


TRUMP RATIONAL DOLF CLUB RIPITER A | Cheer $80 100 000 
Undertying Aosa. gol ch $ 
Location: Jupiter, FL $ i 
See wlached schedule | XH related revenue i65, 2562,587] 
LAM POSTON FAM ae HOLDINGS LO ; ; BIDUO. $ Rora (or legs than EZ} 

Underlying Sesal $ 


TERE NATIONAL GOLE CLUB - BEORINGTER MEA f Over $5,000,000 
Underiving Aaweta: qu£ cub i 

Losetinn: Bedminster, Nd i 

Soc allached schedule got rafali revenue $18,188 088 
MARALA CLUB LLC. ; JE Cover $51 000 009 

Underlying Assets: resort $ 

Location: Palm Beach, FL i 

See adached schedule ; dagun refatad revenue 


Se SENT LE = - aa TI YU TES 2277 MERE i TG ESU 
nnd ad d gost club $ 


one inr hase than S203 


TRLUMP any A n Cer $81 00.200 
neta. gol cnumes and raced N 
fiery, Seolland i 

See bio ved sch nn galt rolata revenue 


x 


rug. ‘Mew ek. YS acd sofredute | rommissionx 


THE ACCOMPANYING SCHEDULE (PART Z- EXHIBIT ATIS AN INTEGRAL PART OF THE ABOVE SND SHOULD BE READIN CONJUNCTION THEREWITH. Gaps in numerical 
sequence sre due to the removal of previously raparted Rems no longer reparteble on this part, Information being reported from January 1, 2017 to December 33, MIT. 


CONFIDENTIAL DANY_520600 


Piler's Name 


(Part 2- EXBIBIT A) 


Reference # 


3 
Value mponiet miocie hank aonount holding une, 
Addition Underlying Agani hotel company - value nol realy 
anmoriainatie. Hotel oompany, Mew York, NY: see allached 
ezhedits 


ITHC CHINA DEVELOPEMENT ULC 

Value. repartad nefiacis bank accpunt Poking ont. 

Asdiional Linderking ABEST developer - vale not re 
soosinebhle, Developer New York, NY, Gee stteched schedule 


The East DI SIRA Gompany LPO 

Landersing Sexels: makiential real aciale 
onotior Nave nk, NY 

See altached schedule 


THE TRUKE CORPORATION 

Underving Assets management oompam 
Loontion: New York, NY 

Sen aaua schule 


The Tramp-Euguttable PI vsus Compen 

Vaka reported afiects Dank acoount only. Enti 's other holdings 
&nd aseni ans reported eiusudiem; ses alteched schedule. Paxe- 
thru entity. Raw Türk, MV 

TRUMP INTERNATIONAL GOLE LINKS . AKINDE 

Underlying Assets: golf course and rest 

iocstion: Doenbeg. Ireland 

Sen atlanta schedule 

TIT COMMERCIAL LLC 

Sindwryly Agneta: Ooetmerchal feud extate 

ioccstor New York, BY 

See attached coheduis 


TT HOLDING COMPANY ELC 
iiebelying Auseis hartet condo unit 
benatan New York NY 
See attached schen 
TRIGSP NATIONAL SOUL CLUB CHARLOTTE 
iirgbariving Assets: gall club 
Local Chanotie, NC. 
See attached schedule 

Er 


S22 ISA $505,009 


FLID- $15,000 


ORNARE ER aid 


rolalod fens 


 IS25.800.001- $550 


gti rebded revenue 
$9,000,001 ~ B28 6 000 


None far ines than $2913 


Mone {ar iens than 2201) 


$1552 al 


JSSOU GO! - ST QOO BOG 


815,184,.974 
$1,000,004 358,000 000 


5 ~ $25,000,000 


guit related revanue 
$9,000,004.  E22,000,000 


qot related revenue 


THE ACCOMPANYING SCHEDULE (PART 2~ EXHIBIT A} IS AN INTEGRAL PART OF THE ABOVE AND SHOULD BE READ IN CONJUNCTION THEREWITH. Gaps in numerical 
sequence are due to the removal of previously reported Items no longer reportable an this part. Information being reported from January 1, 2017 to December 34, 2017. 


CONFIDENTIAL 


DANY 520601 


Filer's Name 


Gonski d Frame 


‚Part 2: Filer's Employment Assets and Income oe 

l Description i [EIR attached sehedule e nrome Amount 
(Part 2 - EXHIBIT A) 
‚Reference # 


ULUS - PHILADELPHIA 
š D cut 
Lonation: Pine HIE, RU $ i 
Sew allached schedule Ill related revenue MATA 
Í None fer lens than S301) 
Yale reported refecta bank account Bolding any. 
Akiona Unelerlying As nons 
Loontion: Mie York, NY; See slached schedule 
TRAUBIP DOORS LLG j Mowe (or lowe than 2,501) 
THE MIDAS TY aS i 


Malum 


value nob ren 

Holder uf Book contemet, Nen Y York, NY, 

Ses aitached schedule 

(Published 2010 

TRUMP OABQUSGL E 

Malte regrind refi 

Additions! Lindwiing Asset operati 

GUY DEPART IT COP PARKA SR ATION- value mb 
Sally gacsdamebie, 

Camusel apenmtor, Mew York, NY, 

See attached scheda i 
TROMP CPS LEC REA D D SS ADD LOT - B56,000 001 a 3,000001 - $8.00 G0 
nigy Asya commemial and residential neat estate i 

Locasorn: Mew York, NY 
Ses atlached schedule 


TRUMP NATIONAL DORAL 
Underlying Axsoiz ref cources 
Location: Siam, PT. 

See siisched schedule got is ros Hen iglated 


TRUMP FERRY POINT LEG MAR Paga 85 DOO OU! - 25.000000 
Underlying Assets: agerating agreement wih NEW YORK CITY 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS & RECREATION - vof i 
Location Mew York, NY QU related ravanie 
See alien so werius 

(Opening Cay: Api 1, S298) 


SUDO) $15,008 


golf raid reverie 


THE ACCOMPANYING SCHEDULE [PART 2- EXHIBIT A} IS AN INTEGRAL PART OF THE ABOVE AND SHOULD BE READ IN CONJUNCTION THEREWITH. Gaps in numerical 
sequence are due to the removal of previously reported items no longer reportable on this part, Information being reported from January 1, 2017 to December 34, 2017. 


CONFIDENTIAL DANY 520602 


Filer's Mame 
[Donald I Trump 


EY lathached sebedule Income Type Income Amant 
(Part 2 - EXHIBIT A} 
. Referenec 8 NE 
TRUMP HOME MARKS LLG coyndiion 
Value reported mellecis bank account Hoking only. 
Additional Underlying Asset ense deal wilh DOVINLITE 
INTERMATIONAL INC, GOURMET HOME PRODUCTS LLC, 
MORTHPOINT TRADING LLO, SIGM OF TIMES INC, TRS SAG - 
valus not otuelily umcerteinablu. 
Líieenues holder, Mew York, NY 
See atisched scheduis N 
ITRUMP ICE LIO UA | None inr less than $1,001 
Malus reportet reBecte bank account huling say j 
Juiditonat Unederiging Agast: witieah cornpamt o 
uide. Vileterocshoieseder, New Y z 
TRUMP INTERNATIONAL GOLP LINKS - SCOTLARSD JA | Cer $86,000,000 
iiruioerhung Axaefe: golf caures i 
Location: Aberdeen, Scotland i 
See altachen sehe: i god rigted revenue 
TRUMP INTERNATIONAL GOLP Ci US - FLORIDA 
Urndetving Assels quif club 
Location. Vest Pain Beach, FL i 
heg xchoduis $ geil mister vavenue $12,825,728 
TRUMP INTERMATIONAL HOTEL HAWAN LLG R 1300 Bone jor leas then $1, 0017 Toyallies 8199.09 - $1,060, Q0 
Value reported reflects bank account HORING only. \ 
Additional Uneleriving Asset managament and dcense dgheemenis $ f 
ih ROMGATE BZRER BUY LLI . vatue nnt rendir ascertainable. $ management fees $2 075,134 
License hablar, Waikiki, Hi 
Sae attached schedule 


NTERRATIONAL HOTELS MANAGEMENT LLC | Over $50,000,000 

lindernving Ausetr management company $ 
Location: Neve York, NY ; managemeard faes & i 
See sachad schedule i ether contract SEY P25 S45] 
| payments i 


TRUMP LA MAT VELOPMENT LLS TN | $1,080,001. $5,000. 000 Hane (or lese han SSOT) 
Uniderlylng Aiosebr desiepeeent seat with TR HIPPY TOS i | i 
Skt Up i nective: deinen fe dm a i B 

TRUMP MARRS ASA LLG i316 18500,.001 ~ $1, 000.000 = Hone tor less iban $201} 
Linderlying AGJA. rexidential real Vergie i i 

Location: Syerting, VA 

Sue aached schuduie 


THE ACCOMPANYING SCHEDULE [PART 2- EXHIBIT A} 15 AN INTEGRAL PART OF THE ABOVE AND SHOULD BE READ IN CONJUNCTION THEREWITH, & aps in numerical 
5egquence are due to the removal of previously reported items no longer reportable on this part. information being reported from January 3, 2017 to December 31, 2017. 


CONFIDENTIAL DANY 520603 


Filer's Name 


z 


= x uS 


TUBE MARRS ISTAMBUL ILLO 

Value mepürtad aiana bank account holding ons, 
Adina Underieing £ ; teense deut sth ORTADODGU 
OTOMOTR v TICABRET SS - value not maddiy ancortainabie. 
License holder, Mew York, Ny 

See aiaa wolle 

TRAP a =. 

‘alan Bay 

Addon en & 

valise nol readily ascerta 

Ses alsolue! schedule 


attached schedule 
(Part 2 - EXHIBIT A} 
Befzrenee $ 


plore due ox than 21.000 


"Runs (or legs an $150) 


TRUMP MARKS MATTRESS LES 
Yale reported refiscis bank account holding onbe, 
anal Underiving Sasek Boenee deal witty BERTA value not 
readily uecariginabie, License holder, Pane Yueh, NY 
Soo uliached schudule 


RED MARES MENSWEAR LES 
Valle report refi B id oniy. 
Sailor Under : i fy PV CORP, 
PEERLESS CLOTHING ERNATIOGNAL, PARLUX LTS, 
IDTHALBEC. RAND AQUE 28 -cemine not ren 
awtorlainabia. License holder, Mew York, NY 
See attached schsdule 


181.091. $15,000 


PIEGI- 78,000 


Income Type 


income Amount 


royales 


rogaltias 


royales 


TRUMP MARKS MEON KODHELLE LLO 

Value reported reflects bank acomu i Haake pels 

Additianst Undertying Aust So j A ROG PARCEL 
PEA LLC ~ wales not ready am cartina ir ques & s hess r, Da 
Prork, NY 

Swe attached schedule 

ee SUAE 

falve reporked n 


iSiee atlackad x xobedule 


THUR MARKA WARGE ILLO 
ware reported müects bani account holding only. 
E af Lich ying A : ea wh | 38T 
iles. en. bel 


See glached s 


THE ACCOMPANYING SCHEDULE (PART 2- EXHIBIT A) IS AN INTEGRAL PART OF THE ABOVE AND SHOULD BE READ H4 CONJUNCTION THEREWITH. Gaps In numerical 


Ron (or loss Hom $1, 


ors for ines than 21,000 


roles 


$UELOGU- $2,000,008 


STOU $2506 


S601 $15 000 


RGO o R108, O08 


$15,005 ~ £50,000 


TEPORE - $4,000, 5G 


$100,001 - $1,000,001 


sequence are due to the removal of previously reported items no longer reportable on this part. Information being reported from January 1, 2017 To December 31, 2037. 


CONFIDENTIAL 


DANY 520604 


Piles Name 


attached schedule 
(Part 2 - EXHIBIT A} 


Vat i ss afecte dan & E 

Sach onmpeny ~ value not rangii axcertoina as, 
schen echedule 

THERE OREL MAMAOGEMENT LLO 

Modeling agency 

Location: Nee k, NY 

See stinchad schedule 


"es WP HATIONAL GOLF CLUS DX 
| gat Cub 


ASERRE god 
: Potomac Falla, YA 
See stlached schedule 
TRUMP OLD POST OFFICE LLO | 
Underying assis: hotel 
Looglion: Vifeshingien, DO 
Sex atiechwd schedule 


of folding andy 


THE EXE AMENS EL 
Unideriving Asset ne 
Lucatíor: Akay York, MY 
See allachad ochedube 


xA sidonia & conmerial neut estate 
LAGAR ee Yorn, NY 


See allached schedule 


THE ACCOMPANYING SCHEDULE (PART 2- EXHIBIT A) I5 AN INTEGRAL PART OF THE ABOVE AND SHOULD BE READ IN CONJUNCTION THEREMITH. Gaps in numerical 
sequence are due to the removal of previously reported Rems nb hunger reportable an this part. information being reported from Jarwary 3, 2017 to December 21, 2017. 


CONFIDENTIAL 


Over $20 000,000 


er $50,000 036 


SiRS0i- $50 000 


“TST SSG RY ~ Em 20 


Commissione 


qoi related revenue 


gom i lated [E 


heshet neheiout meronue 


SSG UGH CE CERO OU 006 


Income Aniount 


Mens vor loss han $204) 


Kine cor less than S201? 


OUT SOLO 


$1 BOG DE 8 


T2000,001 - $5,001,000 


$712,014 


$12,738 2 


30208337] 


DANY_520605 


Eiers Name 


aitached schedule H y] Income Amount 
(Fart 2 - EXHIBIT A) 
PROQUUCTIONS CLS ES $1,000,001 ~ $5.0 
Lmbedying Aasets: production company i 
Location Nueve York, MY $ ; 
Ses sachen schedule i prestuetion raven pee RE 


Undarbiirg age 

Luoation: New York, NY 

See aliazhet schedule food & beverage related 
sales, 


TRUMP RUFEIN TOWER LLO 

ering Angsty: cohmeroie mal gaiste 

Lam Vegas, NY 
See washed schedule Sande sales $6,814, 08H 
hotel idetad rovenum $23,895 950] 

TRUMP SCOTSBOROUGH SQUARE Li LA PETET ] SSH -ET OD 
Undarhing Assaia: residential real euis E 
Lacalon Soginbomugh SORES, Vo 
D. attached esate 


£7,507 - HER üj | Hane tor leg than S201] 


TRUMP VMEVARR ESTATES TES $ SS SOON - $28 QUU DUO van $190,004 - $1 BuO Gad 
Liruiertving Agate: vineyard 
weriodeseiie, YA 

md schedule 


S LOY 9 CARER LLG SEG0.007 - 87 ROO BGS — u SIRLE -$1000.000 


ES cod SH 
$515; SONAN pe RS A 
arloticavlte, YA 


Faar ETALON qe ERG SBT - 


see. erede vile YA 
See aiuu schedule | 
Hi6 TRUMP NATIONAL GOLE CLUB. LOS ANGELES BEA o0 Cer SSH GER! N 
Urndering Asami: golf caurse and unsold fata 
Loontion Los Ange: : 


Boe aianei schedule i toll related novenus $11 944 621 : 
lend sales $9275 0008 


THE ACCOMPANYING SCHEDULE {PART 2 - EXHIBIT A] IS AN INTEG RAL PART OF THE ABOVE AND SHOULD SE READ IN CONTUNCTIOM THEREWITH. G aps in numerical 
sequence are due to the removal af previously reported items no longer reportable on-this part, Information being reported from January 1, 2017 to December 81, 2017. 


CONFIDENTIAL DANY 520606 


wa 
World J. Trump 


Part 2: Filer's Employment Assets and Income 


attacked schedule 
{Part 2 - EXHIBIT A) 


Income Amount 


man Rink Operations LLC JS B00 GG - 
Ungarn] Assela: operating aureaneant wih NEV YORE CITY 

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS & RECREATION - log skating rinks 
Lanaiion: Mew Yo, NY 


Son alizched schedule 


$5,000,000 


icm sBating rink 
APERIN 


Ner $5 DOO DUO 


PAVE BAS Gamers, LESS 
ungen: ye Amet: cammer fal rout ostubt 


Crear $80,000, 000 


HOO AVENUE OF THE [Byer $50 UU DOD 
Underhing Seseta: von 
Loceikan New York, MY 


See allachei acheskide 


AMERICAS, A TERANQY-INACQMNSON 
rcnt mel estate 


pue Vy Joxscciehem, COP. ks the 
A and direct awnemhig by The Doseki J, Trump 


GU LOG 


1018, 141, 154, 446 


SESS Seite on Ebi 
Revosstie Trust 

RER residen dini al cdnts 
in Brockben BY 


SENT TE NUN + 


51.099.890 


A 


TER M, (54, 446 


g frosti 
-o cererserciat eni Eule 


Wu Tos i pm 
Lindertyino Assels: nestdentilt easi estate 
Lometion: New York, MY 


Mong (or less than $204) 


Nene lor leas than RST} 


INIZIA OTN VIENI 
TUndertying Asc 
iecstion: Palm 
Seu atischad ache 


be Gan G01 - $2,000 QUU Mene for leas than Se; 


rienidentiet read etude 
FL 


THE ACCOMPANYING. SCHEDULE [PART 2- EXHIBIT A} IS AN INTEGRAL PART OF THE ABOVE AND SHOULD BE READ IN CONJUNCTION THEREWITH. Gaps m numerical 
sequence are due to the removal of previously reported Rams no longer reportable on this part, Information being reported from January 2, 20207 to December 31, 2017. 


CONFIDENTIAL DANY 520607 


Filer‘ s Name 
ae 4. Y 


attached schedule due income Type Income Amount 
{Part 2 -XXHIBIT A) 
Referenec & 

OT Marke VR Tr HAC] EUG A Iroyatios BY GOO SOT - BE 000.0 


License 
DEVELOPERS PRIA’ 
Location: Mew York, NY 

Bes altached schade 
Vale not radiy aeneae. 
THO VABCOLUVER MANAGE 
Underlying SRR m SpA company 
Loxatlon: Vancouver, Canada 

See allachad schedule inenagement lees 
wahl readily axcorttenable 
THE THURS PAR Ri INITIATIVE LLC | SIS DO $50,000 

: sunt pu — ony, 


reskiual noome 


TRE AZ SUFFER MAN ENT LR MEA 12 $50,001 PERLE 
ihe noported nefiecte Hank ding onty. 

gi Linderiving Asset mus agere CERGAS 
er, management Ros 


TRUMP CHICADD COMMERCIAL MANAGER LL 

Underlying Asset management! comp 

azalen Nw York, NY $ 
iachad schedule i managemen Ses LITER 


I34 (ri Gs z EGER LL HDI "Rene (oF leas Den RAN 
| Sae mlached schedule | 
f ‘YVelue not readily ascertainable F 


TRUMP DHG AGG RESIDENTE ae eee Le 


managaniant fous 


THE ACCOMPANYING SCHEDULE (PART 2.- EXHIBIT A} IS AN INTEGRAL PART OF THE ABOVE AND SHOULD BE READ IN CONJUNCTION THEREWITH, Gaps In numerical 
sequence are due to the removal of previously reported items na longer reportable on this part, Information being reported fram January 1, 2017 to December 33, 2013. 


CONFIDENTIAL DANY_520608 


Filers Name 


Bald | 


{Part 2 - EXHIBET A} 
]Eeferenee # 


ISP NARIKS FINE FOODSLLO 
Visum reported refects bank aconunt hakliny aniy. 
Adiüiona Underlying Asa eene deal wilt TWO RIVERS 
COFFEE - value not readily asceriginable. License holder, New 
"Tuck, MY 

See sache schedule 

TRUMP MARKS PHILIPPIMES LLC 
vakas eporied referia bank account hobfng omiy. 
Liceneeei t CENTURY GETI DEVELOPMENT CORP 
Losst New York, NY 

See altached schedule 

Value not madly escertainahíe 


TRU 1-515000 $15,901. $250,000 


“ET ROG OST - SER 


TRUMP MARKS STAMFORD LLG Irovaities 
Underbing Aesets: foomme deal 

Licenseeter 33 SROAD STREET ASSOCIATES d 
Location New York, NY 

Gee atiached schedule 

Value nor readily ascatainabie 
ITRUMP MARKE SUNNY ISLES ELLO 
[Underlying Aesets: Heenee deal 
jLicensenish MICHAEL GEZER & NAOMI DEZERTQV 
Locator Maw York, NY 

See aachen schedule 

Malue not readily ascurainalin 

TRUMP PANAMA HOTEL MANAGEMENT LLC 
Yalue reportes ndfteots bunk account holding anty 
Undetying Suseluc management agremnet 
Location: Mage York, IY 

Sew atiached schedule 

Value not enii ascia naen 


139 


$190,001 ~ $1,000,000 


| 141 Plone (or feos than $1,001] 


management fees $488 507] 


TRUMP TORONTO HOTEL MANAGEMENT CORP 
Value meper reflects bank account holding andy. 
Additional Underséng Asset: munarernert deal with TALON 
INTERNATIONAL INC - value not rendiby ancerialnable. 
Management company, hew York, NY: Seo afiached schedule, 


VH VENUES eee eee 3 
Value reparted reflects bank sestari hakling giy. 
Additional Underlying Asset ancparlulion sireices company ~ 


SH. 


management fees & 
oiher contract 
payers 


$1001 


$15,000 


value nof rumiy socerianabis, Palm Seach FL 
See miteched schodute 


578.817 


popsrating KOWNA 


THE &CCOMPANYING SCHEDULE (PART 2 - EXHIBIT AJ I5 AN INTEGRAL PART OF THE ABOVE AND SHOULD BE READ IN CONJUNCTION THEREWITH. Gaps in numerical 
sequence are due to the removal of previously resorted Hams no longer reportable on this pert, Information being reported fram January 4, 2017 to December 33, 2017. 


CONFIDENTIAL DANY_520609 


(Filters Name 


Trams iara Hey 
V af pated rediects t 


: Manhescnt, NY 
het schedule 


DT VENTURE R LUZ 


Losetion: New York, MY 
Vale nat ready 


Fink Like & Cha 


m 


d P bns 


BEINE Ne York, NY 


Publisher Regn nery f Publishing 
Lingernrins 8 Apes: Book 


ian: Now ark, My 
Missus runt handily asconioin: 
essere: SOUS 


Gocpiainabie 


THE ACCOMPANYING SCHEDULE (PART 2- EXHIBIT A} IS AN INTEGRAL PART OF THE ABOVE AND SHOULD BE READ IN CONJUNCTION THEREWITH. Gags in numerical 
sequence are due to the removal of previously reported ems no longer reportable on this part. Information being reported from January L 2017 ta December 31, 2037. 


CONFIDENTIAL 


TERARLION HOTEL AY TIE GEN IS 
iindoriying Assots management 


ascmricinabin 


id y Sucedainable 


k account hoking oni, 
t manegerment company » value nor 


agree! 


mh, m menu of Peregua 


LEPARRGSOUIM MAA 


LLG 


attached scheine 
(Part 2 - EXHIBIT À) 
‚Reference # 


PES Got - 


FE ERSTER 


enanagement uns 


MANSE fons 


foyallien 


STRUEH - $1,000,000 


Income Amount 


$15,007. $50,008 


SUAM 


501 $5,000 


hene for less than S20) 


DANY_520610 


Filer's Name 


Yby Ya Want Yau Ta Be Bách 
Putsishaec Plate Pul 

nderving Asse 

Lomor [hae Yo 


y Way i BUCHEN 
ons His: & Sons, en. 


Dosorvs 
ance Backs 
Lirelerhing Aesete: book 
Locallon New York, NY 
Valum nat readite senerisinaive 
dust SAT 
Pus jeher John Wiley & Sons, Ino. 
Lindert ving Agonia back 


The Saat Basi Eu Sage! Eyar eonteod 
o Torn Mel P [153 


pe York, RY 
Value not ready aaverininaiia 
iPublishes 2008 
The Way To The Top 
Publisher, BR Aer Doni 


Publisher: F : 

Lrweriyhin Assela book 
Locetien vro, MY 
Vadue not readily ascatemable 
= 


lic hay 


(alle not reality 2 suomtiginabls 
Ps celis fene SOF 


THE ACCOMPANYING SCHEDULE (PART 2 - EXHIBIT A) S AN INTEGRAL PART OF THE ABOVE AND SHOULD BE READ IN CONJUNCTION THEREWITH. Gaps in numerical 
sequence are due to the removal of previously reported Items na longer repartable an this part. Information being reparten from January 1, 2017 te December X1, 2017. 


CONFIDENTIAL 


atiached schedule 
@art2- EXHIBIT A} 


Income Type Income Amount 


i Reference # 


Mone for loca ihan S201) 


Mong for imas than $2011 


RiGne for lese hers S201 


None { (or os face han $301) 


hogallies 


Fr —— MEN ~ $86,608 


iMoney far eso fer $901 


| 


DANY_520611 


Filers Name ur... | EEE = BBE Number) 


Denis} Trümp _ Yat df 


ached schedule 
(Part 2 - EXHIBIT A} 
umpc Surviving Al The Top A E Mone Cor leas then S04) 
Publisher Random House i 
Undosiying Assets book 
basatian bud ANUS, un 


iLocatinn eid cA 
Value not madly escerbiinebie 


THO MAMI BESTAURSHT HOSPITALITY LLG 
Vetus teported reflects bank sconunt holding andy 
BRostsurant operatione ai Treng Matinnal Doral 
Lecafion: Alians, FL 


fond & hevernge rotated 
garden 


ES 
E ELE EET SSG 

yaiua a m par BUE hal g any a & other 

tele and pede p Midi eus 


NT ROSS 3 WR | is [ET 801 - 890.000 tw der ees than SUI) 
Sgen ropa $ y : 


i A 
VE sn i MT MANA GEM 
y+ yiu hae Pese uH A 


one far RNE (han SAE 


C MEA DEVELOPMENT LLS i EAT ZIRI -850,000 None tor lesa art S21} — 
Value reparied refesis bank account bedding oniy, i 
per» adus ret read 


xscerteinebón. 
noabonc Mese York, NY 
See ationhed gaietat 


THE ACCOMPANYING SCHEDULE {PART Z- EXHIBIT A) ES AN INTEGRAL PART OF THE ABOVE AND SHOULD BE READ IN CONJUNCTION THEREWITH, Gaps in numerical 
sequence are due ta the removal of previously reported Items no longer reportable on this part, Information beig reported fram January 1, 2017 to December 31, 2017. 


CONFIDENTIAL DANY_520612 


[Fiers Name 
[Sorel d. Temp 
[Part 2: Filer's Employment Assets and Income 


Eabb S oc BEAR ebbe idit abe ER RET AEE AEA MTM PHP P HERREN EOM 
@art 2- EXHIBIT A} 
Reference # 


income Amount 


fone (or ies than $3,000) reggia 


ing only. 


RETOS BA arnt 


Hached schedule, 


BOG DG - E250 000 


B ned retenal 


fhareisenent inox 


[GT GONNECI EUROPE CIMITER 
Un iud: fossis sonam 
i s Sconto 


| Rune for lese than $2043 


DT ENBERUORTI SS GGG GM . B25 000 000 j 
Underking nn 
Lonation: Pal P. 
See stanke x 

DT LIDS TECHISICAL SERVICES NANSAGER LLC 
Value reported reltecis bank aconont hetding on: 
Addüone Undgderrer ASAE munagement dea with PT LIO 
MIRIVANA PAHAHYANDAR - value not readily soceriainghhe 
Management anregt, Lido, Indonesia; Deu ateched schedule. 


100.001 - $250,000 


management Bas STB 


JEQURE PAYROLL CONSTRU ligne jur iesu dun SOUS 


= db n roles bank ee 


a pde Bsdiminster, hs Ses akachen schedule 
CRIPPLED AMEPIGA e 
Pubichar Threshold. Extitiong 


iocaton: Nee 
Pech epe 


1878004 - 


3 


GEORG, In. SO DOO 
Account hobling andy. 


ates & SEEN des 


uy Las en Sales & 

iniu reported nescis tion 
Adi tora Linderiving Asse 
RUFEN PLU i ^ 
ipie rece 
aüoched y schedule 


Oria cire $193 ROO 


THE ACCOMPANYING SCHEDULE (PART 2 - EXHIBIT A} IS AN INTEGRAL PART OF THE ABOVE AND SHOU LO BE READ IN CONJUNCTION THEREWITH. Gaps in numerical 
sequence are due to the removal of previnusly reported items no langer reportable an this hart, mfoammatian being reported from January 1, 2017 to December EL 3017. 


CONFIDENTIAL DANY 520613 


Filer's Name 
IDenald & Tr mp 


Income Amount 


attached schedule if neeme Type 
(Part 2 - EXBIBIT A) 


References 8 


n TOWER KOLKATA LISS 333.000 rosado QUA - $1,000. 000 
fy a. bank aa ey Ane i, 

h OONCAST 

" RASTRU NS IRE PRIV e T NH YED, TRIBEXZA CHEATORS 

Lh REGENT HIRISE PRIVATE L IMITED RAJ DONS TRUE TIOS 

ne L aan ROR RES & 

ua vel ready gaceriainabia. 


Linens d en Kolkata, 1 ings; Bae aiached exhorkin, 


a 


"Rome (or lass han sion | STE - $4,008 09 


a ud E un m Din ersten 
on holder, Vancouver, Danada, See alischad schiedute, 


$1. 000,000 


ünn: New York, p 
a schade 


INane (or less than $ O01) 


ya iue reporte R 
5 oo ide nny AARTE management dem wih CHAWLA 


management bees 


; Bee atiached echeduts 


Yulue not in y es exerts sns 


$1,801 MED 


See ates ohed schedule zake $£iuy 


BERTISINSTER HOTEL MANAGEMENT | Mane for less than $2000) 
Value a refimeia bank aconunt hokfing eig. 
Addiko Lindeming aust management dea with ESILANADE 
LAGNOGSTON, LED 
Management company, Liviigsten, No Ses attached soheduale 
Value not rsodiy excodaiabto 


& 


nianagement foes $80 002] 


THE ACCOMPANYING SCHEDULE (PART 2- EXHIBIT A} IS AN INTEGRAL PART OF THE ABOVE AND SHOULD BE READ IN CONJUNCTION THEREWITH, Gaps In numerical 
sequence are due to the removal of previously reported tems no longer reportable on this part. Information being reported from January 1, 2017 to December 31, 2017. 
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Filer's Name 


[Description " ' jatisched schedule 
(Part 2- EXHIBIT A) | 
Reference f 


AMERICAN FEDERATION 9 VISION and RADIO ARTISTS 
PENSION 

Undertying Agseta: pension 

Lacation: Mew York, NY 

Value not ready auzerläinaite | 
WE Studie Enterpeees inc oae C] NA). tue cc oyali ES- PON 
Residual income carned from movies television i 

The Freeh Prince ui Babak 

All okere generated fees thar: $390 af income 

Lonatinrr Burbank, CA 

Value notreadiy ascortaiiabie 


Universal cy Samus LO — - $201 - 31.008 
Eesidual income eared from movies/television 
The Lite Rascal : 

LAB wheres ganerviod loss than $200 of neon 
Location New York, NY 

Walz red readily agcoriainabbe 


Enterisinment Partners 

Reuidusi inoue earned from moviss/telsvision 
information moaning the apeniic movingdalavision nrognams is not 
yetavaduble Should the Information became avallabis H will be 
inter provided. 

Looution Burbank, Cu 

Vibius rus readily accariginabh: 


THE ACCOMPANYING SCHEDULE (PART Z- EXHIBIT A) IS AN INTEGRAL PART CIF THE ABOVE AND SHOULD BE READ IN CONIUNCTION THEREWITH. Gaps in numerical 
sequence are due ta the removal of previously reported tems no longer reportable on this part. information being reported from January 1, 2017 to December 31, 2017. 
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OGE Form 2786 (March 2014) 
instructions for Part 3 
‘Nate: This is a pubiic for 


Sorgen Actors Ouid - 
Producers 


AMERICA 
oF TELEVISION and 
RADIO ARTISTS 
Retirement Fuad 


New York, NY 


CONFIDENTIAL 


Person Plan for &istion Picture Actors: payments eese on a monthly basis. The date was changed ic reflect 
ihe vesr that Donald J. Trump began prerticipsting in the pen. The previews deporte reflected the date that the first 
payment was received, 


Pension Plan for Television and Radio Artists, payments received on a monthly basis. Information about the plan 
was inadvertently omitted fom Paris H and Hi of the prior francial disclosure reports. The date relega the year 
ihat Donat Trump began participating in the plan first payment received in May 2017. 
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OGE Form 2788 (March 2074) 
Instructions for Part 4 
f ) bc form. Pr 


S| Sb sp 


m 
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CGE Fonn 278e {March 2014) 
Instructions for Part 5 
8 


Underlying Assets: inactive 
Locators Maw York, MY 
MELANIA MARKS ACCESSORIES CEC N None (ar less thar $2073 
Vnderving Assets: licensing aoreement 
Licenseeitk MA BERGER & COMPANY LO 
Locntion: New York, NY 
Value ant readily ascertainabis 
. |WIELARIA MARKS ACCESSORIES MEMBER CORP T | None for leas Huan 820%) 
ipass-thr company for MELANES MARKS ACCESSORIES 
Lucy 
Location New York, NY 
Value not readily Sscerainable 
[721 33H LLC EMEN MEA SS G00 005 - $5,000,000 ‘Nore (or less than $209) 
Linderin Assets residential real aestate 
Leraian Mew York, NY 


727 33H Holdings LLO a | | |Sione (or less than S301) 
(pass-thru company for 721 34h LLC 
locutione New York, NY 

Valve not readily ascertsinalie 


DIES ne loca eem ee 
Use of photographic images. 
Lecefor Naw York, NY 

Value not readily ascertainalis 
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ÜGE Form 278e (March 2014) 
a for Part 6 
sis nob Do noti 


44 0846 


BIGOGEAN CREDIT OPPORTUNITY FUND LP IMIDOCEAN| | " F Ordinary Income, 
CREDIT PART oa , S ees 

|. AE MORGAN CHASE - CHECKING AND SAVINGS 

- JACCOUNTS 


CAPITAL ONE BANK - CHECKING AND SAVINGS peter eee UO DOR 


SIGNATURE BANK - CHECKING ee 


BANK UNITED, NA - MONEY MARKET TRU 007421000 


FIRST REPUBLIC BANK - CHECKING 


INVESTMENT IN GOLD N ~ $250 003 Mons far iega than a 


* BWIMTME LLC (US BANK CASH ACCOUNT) diea o c ERR A Hacen ibas ia oat 


The Fred C. irump December (6, 1976 Trust PIENO I | 
Dona d Trumg 


| | [IP MORGAN CHASE - SAVINGS ACCOUNT Ren 


[IP MORGAN CLEARIND CORP - BROKERAGE ACCOUNT 
HOLDIN 


Nore for less than $7,007} Capital Gain S1OO SN 23,000,000 
APPLE, INC 


None for lesa Bran 21 DOT Gap Gan $35,001 - $50,000 


None (or less than li "un Cape Goin 100, B07 - m 800 050 


Bons for less fhan en Yield Gain $15.01 $50,000 


None (or jess than a $201) 


CONFIDENTIAL DANY_520619 


OGE Form 2788 (March 20140) 
instructions for Part 6 
This i ü numbers, street acid or famiv members e ie or required inform 
l ‚Rage Number 
| 35 of 46 


' JPFBLLIPS 86 COM 


fy JOAPITAL ONE BANK - CHECKING AND SAVINGS (aco Ha ver $86 G00 G00 interes 3100.001 . $1,000,000 
 Jiunded 412720173 l 


DEUTSCHE ASSET & WEALTH MANAGEMENT AIC 2 
BOND ACCOUNT - HOLDINGS 


Eee GOVERNMENT MONEY MARKET TOM i 


interest, Dividends, 
Cantal Gains 


$15,001 - $20,000 


gm AOR LONG-SHORT EQUITY-R6 
| ^ «os MANAGED FUTURES STR-RG 


| 5 [ARTISAN INTL VALUE FD-INS 
| © [BLACKROCK HIGH YIELD PT-BLAC 


mm N STRATEGIC EUROPEAN EQUITIES FD 


pee DODGE & COX INCOME FD 


* J.P, Morgan is the sole Trustee. Donald J. Trump retains an income interest only in the Family Trusts and has no investment decision authority. 
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OGE Form 278e (March 2014). 

instructions for Part 6 

Note: This is a public form. Do not include account numbers, street addresses, or family member name 
‚Filer's Name 
IDonald 4. Trump 


See instructi 


= 6: Other Assets and Income 


E [| seem — 
om ISHARES CORE MSCI EAFE ETF | «| en 


21.001 - 818.000 


* LP. Morgan is the sole Trustee. Donald f. Trump retains an income interest only in the Family Trusts and has no investment decision authority. 


CONFIDENTIAL DANY 520621 


OGE Form 278s (March 2314} 
Instructions for Part 6 


by nember names, See Instructions forrequiredinionnetion. — 


[pones J. Trump | 37 of 46 


$1,001 X315, 000 


$15,001 - $80,000 


pi AMG MG PICT Ne nn : 
H OF LONG-SHORT EQUITY-R6 Y an 
| ^ armsan INTL VALUE FD-INS LY pon 


BLACKROCK HIGH YIELD PORTFOLIO eX Du. re ume 


21,002 - $15, we 


$35,001. $50 000 


$1,000 $12,000 


$1004 218,000 


$315,001 - 230,000 


SUO - "m S000 


$15,001 $50,000 


$15,001 - 880,000 


JPMORGAN US L/C CORE PL-R6 LY en 


* LP. Morgan is the sole Trustee. Donald J. Trump retains an income interest only in the Family Trusts and has no investment decision authority. 
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GGE Foon 278e (March 2014) 
instructions for Part 6 
isi Dc j numbers, str 


Part 6 Other Assets and Income 
ai Description 


n METROPOLITAN 


g MES EMERGING METS DEBT FD RG 


t al Return Bond-PLN 


|? NEUBERGER BER MU/C OPP-INS 


as, or family member names. Se 
Income Amount 


Iucome "Type ' 


$1501 - $50,000 


SLOGE $15,000 


Bnet 3 


| ^ AOR MANAGED FUTURES STR-R6 


| 5 [ARTISAN INTL VALUE FD-INS 
E BLACKROCK HIGH YIELD PORTFOLIO 


H DHILTON STRATEGIC EURDPEAN EQLITIES FO 


$15,001 - SAG GR 


S001- $50. O0 


Mons (or less than $1,001) 


Nore Gr lese than $1,001) 


interest, Dividends, 


Capital Gains S15, 004 i $50,000 


FLOR - 315,000 


$35,004 - PEROS 


$1,001. $15,000 


GGT- $19,000 


38 af 46 


* LP, Morgan is the sole Trustee. Donald J. Trump retains an income interest only in the Family Trusts and has no investment decision authority. 
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DANY 520623 


OGE Form 278e (March 2014) 
Instructions for Part 6 


[SHARES MSCI E AFE INDEX FUND. 


nm HAN I-ABS RET CURR-RO 
nm SHRT-INT MUNI BND- FUND 3602 1.88% 


J]HPMORGAN Gl RES ENH IOX-RRS 


5 LAC CORE PL-RG 


Income Amount 
SR THM - 880 KE 


S38 OOF ~ SEG DON 


BAER -FGR 


$1001 . 215,006 
$15o0t- m 


$50,001. PEO OD 
21 GOT ~ $15,000 
$15,901 ~ $90,000 


$1,801 $13,006 


$15 001. rd 


39of46 


* LP, Morgan is the sole Trustee. Donald J. Trump retains an income interest only in the Family Trusts and has no investment decision authority, 
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DANY 520624 


DGE Form 2780 {Maroh 20143 
instructions for Part 7 


| Donald JL Trump 


MIDOCEAN CREDIT OPPORTUNITY FUND LP QUDOGEAN CREDIT 


Ex P $ we f 
PARTNERS) - notice of sabe date received after June 14, 2017 $3,000, 00H 88,000,000 


Ml ITO iaa. "EST Total Return Bond-PUN 


Purchase GASIL $1,001 - 218.000 | 


Purchase 6/29/20 $1,001 - $15,000 


Purchase | 86/28/2017 $1.00 - $15,000 


HEIC 33.0081 - $48,000 


Purchase 06/29/2017 $1001- $55,000 
Purchase | | O5/10/2017 21.201 - 813.000 
$1,001. $15,000 


$1,001 - $15,000 


Purchase 31/327, 2017 


* LP. Morgan is ines sole 1 Trustee. Donald J. Trump retains an income interest only in the Family Trusts sad has no investment decision authority. 
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CGE Form 278e (March 2014] 
instructions for Part 7 
N tüs d ic f count numbers, s 


Donald J. Trump ) | | c | ern 
Amount 
$1,001-$15,000 


SLAG - 415 000 


$15,001 - $50,000 
$100f. $15,000 
$1001-3185,000 


$1001. $15,000 


$1,801. $15,000 
FLOU - 85,000 
SLRH -PIRG 


$10H $15,000 


Purchase 11/21/2017 $1.001 - 315.000 


" ETDI l en cie 
Purchase ME PS $1,001 315,000 


Purchase ST 2,001 - $15,000 


Purchase 5 en  S560000 


* J.P. Morgan is the sole Trustee. Donald " Trump retains an income interest only in the Family Trusts and has no investment déci sion authority. 
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OGE For 278e (March 2034} 
Instructions for Part 7 


42 of 46 


$3,001 - $45,000 


CHILTON STRATEGIC EUROPEAN EQUITIES FD kae 06/29/2017 81.004 - 815,000 


DODGE & COX INTL STOCK FD putes 06/28/2017 $1001 - $15,000 


| ae 06/29/2017 a eR 
CAN BEACON GLG Total Return - U Purchase WR ME en 


[ISHARES MSCI EAFE INDEX FUND | Purchase | 05/10/2007. | gs pot - $48,000 
Purchase 05/10/2017 $1,004 - $18,000 


Purchase 05/10/2017 £1,001 315,000 


$4,001 - $15,000 
$7,004 - $48,000 
01/31/201 $1,001 - $15,000 


01/21/2017 


n ISHARES RUSSELL MIDCAP INDEX FUND 


| og. [PM MID CAP VALUE FD - L 


$1n001-$15,000 


$5,001 - $15,000 


06/29/2017 $1,001. 946,000 


05/10/2017 $1,001 - $15,000 


* LP, Morgan is the sole Trustee. Donald J. Trump retains an income interest only in the Family Trusts and has no investment decision authority. 
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OGE Form 2788 (March 2014) 
instructions for Part 7 


05/10/2017 $1001 - $18,000 


94/12/2017 $1,001 - $15,000 
O1 Gi | 


NOUS | E | oo ME En VUA 


Purchase 13/21/2017 I $15,000 


Purchase 


Purchseo 06/29/2017 $1,001. E15 000 


Purchase 95t 9/ 2017 1001 - $18,000 | 
Purchase 16/29/2017 $1,001 - $15,000 | 
Purchase 06/28/2017 11.001. 295,000 | 


Purchase OB/29/2017 $1,901. $15,000 


mam 05/10/2017 


* LP. Morgani is the sole Trustee. Donald 1. Trump retains an income interest only in the Family Trusts aud has no investment decision authority. 
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OG& Form 278e (March 2014) 
Instructions fork Part 7 


iy member namen, be 


Purohase 


Purchase 


Furcht 


05/10/ 
DS5/10/2017 
OUMAI2/2017 


O3/02/2017 


PTS INT MUNI BEED - INSTL FUND 3607 | E | BAUT — 


IO? 


44 of 46 


$1,001- $05,000 


FLOD .$15,000 


$1,001 - $15,000 


S/2017 


$1.004 - — 
21.00 - $15,000 


$1,001 - $15,000 


STLOD- ED 
$5501 TOM 


$1001-3$15,000 


* LP, Morgan is the sole Trustee. Donald J. Trump retains an income Interest only in the Family Trusts and has no investment decision authority. 
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OGE Form 278¢ {Maroh 20183 
dieu id Pert 8 


Deutsche Bank Trust Company Americas 


Deutsche Bank Trost Company medicus 


The Bank of New York Melon Trust Comme 
SEAL, es d es 


Savings Bank 


Chevy Chese Trust Holdings, ino 
in interest ie Bondy way Dave opment 


Royal Bani America 


Ladder Capital Finanze LL 


Beni Lynch Credit Gorgoration 


Meril Lynch Credit Comparator 


aS SU COPERO 


enorigecge 


40 Wall Street LEO ~ ioar 


Trap Salons! Dorel - moriaege 


Trang National Docs ~ morgage 


nies LED ~ 
bands - loan wars 
fa beina venen ori 
December 1, AY 


Tap me Pork Avenue LLO - morigage 


Frame Phase LOC: - morte 


Year Incurred 


Cheer S50, 000,000 


35,000.00 «S22 DOOLODO 


$1: 00048 = EO SE OQ * 


$9 m DO ~ BS O00 O00 


$8,000.04 $28 000000 


Trump Hafana Got ons ios Neck LLG 


Tromp National t Pius Now inmion RE 
LLG - morgage | 


out 


[ GENS + 


Page Number 


48 of 46 


Maelues ii 2088 


Mutures in 2028 


LIBOR + 1759 or Prime 
nins PONS » 
VSS op Prime 

minus TOR 


FP PE 


hüciunes in 2023 


Aistunes mn uod 


yag 


$5,000,003 . KOREA 


T i Ocean Shd-m orlgags ~ 
üefed balora vearenad on 
j At ; 
Er Woodbriige R 
was iby satisfied before vearend on 


~ B25 BR, oe B 


iogn wae 


XT00.007 - $290,000 


Maluga in ZUZA 


Six menin LIBOR + 


aS afie ivre 
mo Loan Salisied 


Six month LIBOR + 


baer Loan Gatisied 
TER > E 


Chicage Urt Acquisition LLC 


& Bank Trust Compaay Aemericas 


teche Bank Trust Caii: Prtercas 


THT Chicago - springing oan 
TET Chicago - tema in 


Trump Cid Post Offic 


$25,009 001 iius QOD OD 


(9) Prior year's report reflected a serivener's aor of $500,000 - $1,000,000, Value range should have bees showa as $1,000,000 - $5,000,000, 


i**5 Change attributable ta correcting a surivener's eror. 


in the interest of transparency, while not required to be disclosed as "repartuble Habilities" on Part 8, in 2016 expenses were incurred by ene of Donald d. Trump's attormeys, Michael Cohen. Mr, Cohen 
sought reimbursement of those expenses and Mr. Trump fully reimbursed Mr, Cohen in 2017, The category of value would be $100,001 — $250,000 and the interest rate would be zero. 
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Prime + 858 
IBOR + 2.00% o 
Prim minus 80% 

LIBOR + 1789 or Pire 
Minas ZUR ** 


Springing ke 


Mahres im 2024 


Mahurad in ZU 


DANY_520630 


GGE Form 2786 (March 2014} 
instructions for Part 9 
is is a public form, D 


46 of 46 


Gol Ciubs/Golf Bag 
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USE Forn 2182 fite 2944) 
= tor Part Z 


addklonal entities that ara not disclosed on Part 2, For sach of the entities below that ace aot disclosed os Part 2, ts 


applies. The numeries) Ixbels ave as tallowz: 711) hava ne Independent value ocinzome and sra part of the antiy zt 
provide back office support fusions bo other entinas; (4) re dormantäinsatve; {4} have na independent valus or incame and exist tc ! 
otherwise ds not curently have valushie assets Gr preste meome; of (5) have vo dependent value er income, not inactive nor dormant, 


sfistud in Part a 


id iene daak thet are prospective, Insctiva, or. 
net pan of an entity structure or license deat, 


This Schaduls is being provided to ensure a camplere picture ofthe aszets and hokiings ef the flier, Gaps in numerical sequence arg dug to the removal of predousy ranarted Hem no 
longer reportabls on thie szhibit. Alt of the Interests fisted heiss In this exhtbit, which were formerly held by Donald d. Trump, directly or indirectly, are now held by the Donald 3. Trump 


Revocable Trust, 


14SHADOWIREELANELLC NE 


PE "S Cwnershin 


H 


59 


2 £SHADOW TREE LANE MEMBER CORP 31i 


Owned by : % Gwnsrshla 


360 


Has ownership interwsh ite z Entit 


A SHADOW TREELARELLC 


x 40 Wall Development Associates, LUC 11) 
2 Ownershin 


BR 
9939 


Owned hy: 


Has munership intaeext in c Entity Nama 


40 Wall Straat UC 


40 WALL STREET COMMERCIAL 


c 


20 Well Street Member Corp. 


& 86 W, t£ MERC, 
ILE 3 Ovienhdo 
100 
5. 40 Wall Street LLG 
Gwnaed by c 


5 40 Wall Street Member Corp. "(1i 


Owned fy; ER 
ad 


Has ownership interestin : Entity Rama 


AU Watt Strest LEC 


7 401 MEZZ VENTURE LLO Yt} 


Owned bys 


i 


53 


Has avenership interest {ns Entity Name 


401 North Wabash Venture LC 


TRUMP CHICAGO RE 


8 401 North Wabash Venture LEO 


$6 Chenershig 
408 


vnen bys 


Hes ownership Interest ins 


ty Name 


ac 


CONFIDENTIAL 


MF COMMERCIAL CHICAS 


Same 

4 SHADOW TREE LANE MEMBER 
CORP 

DIT ROLDINGS EC 


Rang 
SUT HOUNNGE MANAGING MEMBER 
ic 


Tale 
Managing Member 


Name 
Parekensuiting, ine: 
‘The Donald 3, Trump Ravocahls Test 


Ownership Bie 
35,5088 Member 
100.0050 Member 
100.0696 Shareholder 
fame 


40 Wall Davealoprnant Asxocistes, LI 


43 Wall Development Associates, LLC 


Name 
40 Walt Davalopment Asiciates, WU 


g naglog Member 

Hom 
TSUNIP CHICAGO MANAGING 
MEMBERS 
TRUMP CHICAGO MEMSER ILE 

GU MEMBER 

Title 

190.0096 Member 
Son one Maraber 
Name 
AQ? MEZZVENTURE LLE 
Aunerskie Eile 
300.0096 Member 


Rois, 
Managing Member 


Member 


Role 
Shareholder 


Role 
Member 
Member 


Bole 


Member 


Managing Vernier 


Member 


Bale 
Skasshalder 


Managing Member 


Member 
Member 


folg 
Marker 


DANY_520632 


OBE Foceo 2188 (Aisch MCE} 
instructions for Patz 


asterencex | 


? 809 NORTH CANON L.C 


Owned by : 


38 hwneeshis 
i 


929 


io 809 NORTH CANON MEMBER CORPORATION "(1) 


Dwnedby: 


Has ownership interest In: 


1i 81 Pine Note Halder Ino. 2) 


Üemed by. + 


32 846 UN Limited Partnership 


Pwned by t 


maned bys 


3e Dwnershin 
ipo 
Entity Name 


808 NORTH CANON LLC 


58 
40 


13 Ace Entertainment Holdings inc, (3) 


X00 


14 All County Building Supply & Maintenance Corp. Y9) 


Paned Byz 


% Ownershin 
28 
ys 


15 AVIATION PAYROLL COMPANY CZ} 


Owaed by : 


ijt wnerhig 
100 


27 Beach Haven Apartments LLC 


Daned bye 


28 Beach Haven Apt IT, inc. YI} 


Owned by + 


Has ownership interest his: 


X Ownership 
zh 


35 


Entity Name 
Starrett City Associates, LP, 
Spring Creek Plaza LLC. 


20 Resch Saver Shopping Center LLO Yt 


Owner by: 


21 Bedford Hills Corp, *(f) 


Owned by : 


Ras ownership Interest int 


22 TRUMP BRIARCLIFF MANOR DEVELOPMENT LLC 32) 


awed by : 


23 Briar Hall Operations LLO YA] 


Gwaed by: 


CONFIDENTIAL 


I Ownership 
p 
78 


% Qwriershtp 

pod 

Entity Name 
Seven Springs LLC 


Ra} 
33.3 


dt wnershis 
0i 


names, Som Inskeuetinns for nendred infünmatien. 


Ram 

BII NORTH CANON MEMBER 
CORPORATION 

DIT HOLDINGS RO 


Name 
DUT HOLDINGS MANAGING MEMBER 


Name 
DIT Holdings LLC 


Name 
Trürop iiS Eo Lis 
Trump 845 UR GS 


uc 


Same 
OFT Holdings LLC 


DIT Holdings (£6 
Trump family Members 


Rama 
DIT HOLDINGS MANAGING MEMBER 


The Donald f, Trump Revocable Trust 


Trump Family Members 


Name 
The Donald f Trump Revocable Trust 


Trump Family Marmbars 
Dwnership 

RET 

OSS 


Name 
FT Holdings LLC 
Tromp Family Member 


Name 
DIT Holdings UC 


Dywnsrship 
9.1036 


RCHPE PROPERTIES, INC: 
DIT HOLDINGS UE 


Rang 
Davsiopment Membss ing, 


Managing Member 


Tide 
Managing Member 


itie 
Partner 
Member 


Tile 
Member 


Role 
Managing Membar 


Member 


Role 


Sharehoidar 


Role 
Shsreholdar 


Rois 
Shareholder 


Role 
Starehoidar 
Shsreholdar 


Shatehokier 


Shanskoliur 


Role 
Momba 
Member 


Rate 
Shareholder 


Sole 


Mambear 
Member 


Role 
Member 


DANY 520633 


QE Fron 78e fhiacb HYD 


Has ownership Interest in: 


% Bvanershin. 
iod 


Entity Name 

ESIAR HALL DEVELOPMENT LUC 
INIK/A TRUMP SRIARCUFF 
MANOR DEVELOPIMENT LEC} 


25 Caribusiness Investments, SIL. 


Owned by: 


28 CARIBUSINESS MRE LLC T] 


Owned by? 


Has ownership interast in < 


27 Cheisee Hall LLC 3) 


Owned by 


X famsrshie 


Do 


o 


36 Qvmershin 


S6 Ownership 
E 
78 


38 CHICAGO UNIT ACQUISITION LLC 46} 


Owned by: 


28 CHINA TRADEMARK LLE 2) 


Owned bys 


36 Shige Hall, fne. YS) 


fhoned bys 


81 Gorenot Hail, Inc, 4} 


Shwned by: 


32 County Apartments, [LT 


Owned by: 


33 Sountry investors LLC 09 


Uwned bys 


34 Country Pronertias, LLC 


Owned by: 


36 Qnwnerahilor 
E 


% Dvinerehitis 
100 


Bownership 
25 
75 


26 Dwnershl 
25 
75 


75 


35 DB PACE ACQUISITION. MEMBER CORE C 


Owned bys 


Has awnership Interest in: 


36 DR Pace Acquisition, LLL 


CONFIDENTIAL 


$6 Dywrsaestup 
405 


Entity Rame 
D B Pace Acquisition, LLC 


RT Holdings IE 


Name 


DIT HOLDINGS MANAGING MEMBER 


ue 


Dunare 
9.20% 


Bare 
THE CARIBUSINESS RE CORP 
CARIBUSINESS MRE LLC 


Rame 


THE CARISUSINESE RE CORP 


DIT Holdings L.C 


Rame 
DIT Holdings LE 
Trump Fatally Members 


Name 


DIT tobflngs LE 


DIT Holdings UL 


kame 
DIT Holdings LLC 
Trump family Members 


Mame 
OUT Hokdings LLC 
Trump Faraliy Members 


Name 
DIT Holdings LLC 
Trump Family Members 


Bet Holdings ULC 
Trump Family Members 


Rame 


ac 


Dwneeshin 
1,00% 


IOLDINGS MANAGING MEMBER 


Marber 


Tide 
Marbes 


let 


IR 


id 


Managing Member 


Shareholder 


[3 
Member 
Marnber 


fois 
Managing Member 


Mamker 


Role 
Member 
Member 


Bale 


Member 


Role 
Member 


Role 
Shareholder 
Shareholder 


Shareholder 
Shareholder 


Bale 
Rembar 
Member 


Hole 
Member 
Member 


g 
Z. 
sd 


Sharsholder 


DANY_520634 
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Reference f 


Owned by : 36 Cumershle Name Bale 
1i D SPACE ACOUISITION MEMBER Managing Member 
CORR 
E DIT Holdings UL Muraher 
37 Development Member Inc. {I} 
Owned by : 2 Sronerahys Name 
203 DUT HOLDINGS MANAGING MEMBER 
ac 
Hus ownership Inlerast in Entity Name Awnershig 
Briar Half Goerations UT DAR 
86 fJ Asrespscs iBermuda} Limited WE 
Owned by z X Owoership Name Role 
400 DST Holdings LE Shareholder 
32 AUT AEROSPACE LLE 
Qanad bys os 2 Name Role 
E The Donald 4 Trump Resvocsbie Trust Member 
40 DIT ENTREPRENEUR MANAGING MEMBER LLC YI 
Dune by > Mame Rafe 
DIT Holdings Lo Member 


Mas ownership interest Ins File 


Managing Member 


TRE TRUSAP ENTREPRENEUR 
SRE ATIVE LLC {NY DOMESTIC) 


51 DIT ENTREPRENEUR MEMBER LLU U 


Buned by : Fa Name Role 
209 DIT Holdings LLC Mamber 
Has ownership Interest in: Éntity Name Gwnershto uis 
JHE TRUMP ENTREPRENEUR 91809 Member 


INFRATIVE LLC {NY DOMESTIES 
A2 DUT HOLDINGS LEG 


Asiumed Names > RIRA Jurisdicuan Expiration Sate Filing Rate 
BITS HOLDINGS LLC Florida 
Üwned by : EX Bams 
i £T HOLDINGS MANAGING MEMBER 
uc 
ag Tha Donald 1 Yrurmg Ravacsbie Trask Member 
Has ownership interest in: verius entities as indicated elsewhere inthis schedule 


43 DIT HOLDINGS MANAGING MEMBER LLC "(1] 


Owned y: 26 wnershio Name Bele 
inb The Donald J, Trump Kevocahle Trust Member 
Has ownership Intarent in : various antitias ax indicated alsewhera in this schedule 
44. BUT LAND HOLDINGS MEMBER CORP "131 
Raned by : 3 Ouimextin Noms Bole 
ana BIT HOLDINGS MANAGING MEMBER Shareholder 
RS 


45 DIT OPERATIONS CX LES NE 


teamed by : 326 Ovimerahlio Rame Role 
208 DIT Holelings HLC Member 
46 DJT OPERATIONS [LiLo 
tumed by: 3 Ownnpshin Nama gols 
209 ‘The Ronald J. Trump Revocable Trust Marmber 
4? DUT OPERATIONS HLLE NH 
Üromod bys Hame foie 
The Donald J. Tromp Revocable Trust Member 
Has ownership interest fn: Qienerhin Te 
100.0056 Shareholder 


CONFIDENTIAL DANY 520635 


Refarence t 


m 


instructions for Part 2. 


EIN 


48 Donald J Trump Enterprises LLE "(31 


Dwned by 


49 Bonald d, Trump Erfergrises H LLC "C81 


$e Ownershh 
yee 
5e Qonald J, Trump Enterprises H LUC TM 


Üwned by: 


x, sexe 


Tramp Family Members 


Name 
Trump Family Members 


Nama 
Trump Family Meenfsers 


Nene 

DT APP WARRANT HOLDING 
MANAGING MEMBER CORP 
DTIM OPERATIONS LLC 


Mame 
DTT& Operations Managing 
Member Corp 


Owned fey i % Ownership. 
200 
33 DT APP WARRANT HOLDING LES 'f3) 
Owned hy : Ownership 
2 
29 
54 DT SPP WARRANT HOLDING MANAGING MEMBER CORP a) 
Üwmnedhy: 26 üwnershin 
iod 
Has mamership inierestin s Entity Name 


T APP WARRANT HOLDING LLC 


53 BY CONNECT LEN 


Owned by: puucru 


i 


93 
55 DT CONNECT H MEMBER CORP Yi) 


Owned by : 


Ras ownership interest in : 


Enti Name 
DTCONHECTHUC 


59 DT DUBA? GOLF MANAGER ELE 


Shamed fy % Ownership 


i 


E 
60 DT DUBS GOLF MANAGER MEMBER CORP Yt} 


Swned by : S Ownership 
209 
Has awnership interest in 5 Eli Name 


DT DUBAI GOLF MANAGER LLC 


9i DT DUBAI GOLF MANAGER LLC 


tamed by: Te Oenershie 
95 
8: DT DUBAI I GOLF MANAGER MEMBER CORP (1) 
Owned by : S&Qwinership 
20 


Haz ownership intersstin : Entity Name 


OT OUBAS H GOLF MANAGER LEC 


«s DT HOME MARKS INTERNATIONAL LEC 


4 


Owned by: 


E 
55 DT HOME MARKS INTERNATIONAL MEMBER CORP "t 


CONFIDENTIAL 


Senensis 
ioo 


Nams 
OT CONNECT H MEMBER CORP 


DIT HOLDINGS LET: 


Name 
The Donald}, Trump Revocable Trust 


Bwnershin 
i209 


Name 

DT RUBS! GOLF NMIBRAGER NIEMBER 
CORP 

GAT Hiekdings LLE 


ONT Holdings Managing Member LUC 


Semershin 
1.90% 


Name 

DT DURST GOLF MANAGER 
MEMBER CORP 

THT VENTURE LIC 


Mame 
DIT Baldings Managing Member LEO. 


inunarshio 
1,00% 


Noms 
OP HOME MARKS INTERNATIONAL 
MEMBER CORP 

DIT OPERATIONS LLC 


Tis 
Managing Member 


Tide 
Managing Member 


Tike 
Managing Member 


Tele 


Managing Member 


Member 


E 


Merekae 


Bole 
Musiker 


Hole 
Managing Member 


Marber 


Ros 


Shareholder 


file 
Managing Membar 


Member 


Bole 
Shareholder 


Role 
Munagag Mamber 


Member 


Raley. 
Shareholder 


Bole 
Managing Member 


Member 


Role 
Shareholder 


Role 


Managing Member 


Member 


DANY_520636 


VER Foro 2 iz 
Instructions for Part 2 
R Ri 
Piers Name 


Reference ff 


Owned by : 28 Ownership 


100 


Has ownership interest in : Entity Rame 
DT HOME MARKS INTERNATIONAL 


uc 


85 DT INDIA VENTURE LIE "Tad 


Qwuned by: 5 Ovenershie 


4 
H 


33 
86 DT INDIA VENTURE MANAGING MEMBER CORP 3) 


Owned bys 


Has ownership Inteeust In t Ettity Rame 
DT INDIA VENTURE LEC 
V BT MARKS BAKU LLE SM 
Ownedby: i emership 
i 
99 


58 DT MARKS BAKU MANAGING MEMBER CORP *(3) 


Owned hyi Bhwnecshia 
166 
Has cwnarship interest i: Entity Name 
DT MARKS BAKU LLC 
71 DT MARKS DUBAILLE TG 
Osenad hy + $6 vina 
HI 
99 
72 DT MARKS DUBAI MEMBER CORP Xia} 
Owned ay: 2 Ownership 
409 


Has ownership interest iv: Entity Mame 


OT MARKS DUBALLLC 


73 DT MARKS GURGAON LEE "D8r 


Danad by : 2 Gwrershia 
1 
58 
74 DT MARK S i MBER CORR *(4. 
Seamed by : Alwnershig 
200 


Entity Name 
DT MARES GURGAON LLC 


Has ownership interest in : 


73 DT MARKS JERSEY CITY LEE US 


Damned by: Bienershia 
tea 
76 DT MARKS JUPITER LLC "(41 
Üvmed by: Albanership 
400 


?? DT MARKS PRODUCTS INTERNATIONAL LED $4: 


CONFIDENTIAL 


Bare 

OTTAM Operations Managing 

Mammber Cong 

Ownership Tite 

1.00% Managing Mieris 


Name 

DTINDIA VENTURE MANAGING 
MEMBER CORP 

OTTM OPERATIONS LUC 


Member Corp 
Swnerstip Tite 
405% Mamber 


5 BAKU MANAGING 
MEMBER CORP 
ETYM OPERATIONS ELO 


ia 
DTTM Operations Managing 
Member Carp 
Dwnership Tite 
i005 Marsging Member 


ARKS DUBAI MEMBER CORP 


DTTM OPERATIONS UD 


Name 

DTTM Dperations Maneging 

Member Carp 

1303632323 Tite 

12009 Managing Menther 


DT MARKS GURGAON MANAGING MEMBER CORP 


OTT OPERATIONS LLC 


Name 

DTTM Operations Managing 

Marnber Corp 

Bwnership Tide 

i006 Managing Member 


Nome 
OTIM OPERATIONS UC 


A OPERATIONS LLC 


Bois 
Member 


Member 


fole 
Shareholder 


Massaging Member 


flamber 


Bole 


Shareholder 


Manius 


fele 
Shareholder 


hole 


Managing Member 


Member 


fele 
Shareholder 


Role 
Member 


Bole 
Managing Member 


DANY_520637 


ORE Fine 338c {Mech NUR) 


Reference P 


mercher serie, Sew lnoteueth 


5e tunuined isemi, 


Page Number 


Owren by : 


3 vemershdp 
i 


BT MARES PRODUCTS 
INTERNATIONAL MEMBER CORP 
DTTM OPERATIONS LLC 


73 DT MARKS PRODUCTS INTERNATIONAL MEMBER CORP NG 


Ownaed by? 2 Ownetklip 


198 
Has ownership Interest ine Entity Name 
DTMARKS FROBUCTS 
IRTERNATIONAL LEC 


78 DT MARKS PUNE ULES AA 


Owned by: % Ownetkhin 
i 
s4 


30 DT MARKS PUNE IE MANAGING MEMBER CORP IS} 


framed by > 


Has ownership Interestin : 


Entity Rame 
DT MARKS PUNE T LLC 


5i DT MARKS PUNE LEC "(4) 


Owned by + % Cmership 


% 


99 
92 DT MARKS PUNE MANAGING MEMBER CORP "(41 


Huned hy c fh Owrenshin 
ied 
Hos awmershig Interest i s Euty Name 
IT MARES PUNE LEC 


23 DT MARKS GATAR LLC “(3)-DISSCLVED NIT 


Owned hy s 


E 
84 DT MARKS QATAR MEMBER CORP "tab DISSOLVEO 1/6717 


Ühuned by: "5 Ownershi 


Has ownership interest 3 : Entity Nara 


DT MARKS DATAR LUC 


55 DT MARKS RIG LLC 


Uhwned by : 
99 
26 DI MARKS RIO MEMBER CORP "Ig 
Owned by i 3e Ownership 
100 
Has ownership infetestin : Entity Name 
BT MARKS RIO LLC 


87 DT MARKS VANCOUVER LP 


Owned by : S£ Cernerahiy 


CONFIDENTIAL 


Rams 

DTTM Operations Managing 
Mamber Corp 

Ovnership 

105 


Name 
DY MARKS PUNE H MANAGING 


MEMBER CORR 
DTTM OPERATIONS LLC 


! Operations Managing 
Member Cot 


Hane 

OT MARRS PUNE MANAGING 
MEMBER CORP 

OTTM GPERA TIONS LLC 


Mame 
OTTM Operations Managing 
Member Corp 

Ownership. 

100 


DT MARKS QATAR MEMBER CORP 


OTTM OPERATIONS LLC 


Name 

DFIN Operallunx Managing 
Member Corm 

Buinssshie 

LOOK 


Name 
DT MARKS 810 MEMBER CORP 


OTTM OPERATIONS LUC 


Nene 

OTM Oparstions Managing 
Member Corn. 

uenershin 


LEZ 


Tide 
Managing blanter 


Title 
Managing Member 


Tite 
SMansging Member 


Title 
Mansging Member 


Bole 
Mansel Member 


Mambsr 


Reis 
Shareholder 


Role 
Mansging Membar 


Member 


Role 


Shareholder 


Bale 


Managing Member 


Member 


Role 
Shareholder 


Managiog Member 


Marmbar 


Role 
Shsreholdet 


Role 


tdanaging Member 


Member 


Bole 
Shanstusbdar 


DANY 520638 


Seferance t 


Decret isshode sve 


rst s, airsal asidnenpon, see Tir 


ty membay names, Boso: 


eine era infostasthem, 


gene 


í 


98 


ss DT MARKS VANCOUVER MEMBER CORP TH 


Bumed by: 26 Bwnership 
309 
Has ownership interest at Entity Nome 


BT MARKS VANCOUVER LP 


39 DT Marks Worll LLC 


Owned by t 38 Ownership 
H 
33 


90 DT Marks Wort Member Corg "(11 


Owned byr % Osenarshlu. 
ioo 
Has osunership intecext f: Entity ims 
DT Marks Worl UC 


3: DT TOWER GURGAON LEC 


Dwned by: 36 Ovenereblm 
1 
55 
92 DT TOWER GURGAON MANAGING MEMBER CORP TU 
Densi by > 36 Osinerzhin 
350 
Has ownership interest ino . Entity Rams 


DTTOWER GURGAON LUC 


23 OTW VENTURE LEC 


Raned by : 36 Bemershin 
ion 
94 DTW VENTURE MANAGING MEMBER CORP, *(3) 
Owed by: 36 Gvinipratum 
100 


98 EID Venture i Corporation {3} 


Dwned by : 36 Cemershin 
10D 


96 EfD Venture {LLC (2) 


thamied by : Se Homnershio 
87 Eves! Venture ( Corporation Yt a 
Ruined. y : 56 C'omershin 
aD 
Has ownership interest in : Entity Name 


Exsat Venture | LUC 


88 Excel Venture [LLC 


Owned hy : A Ownership 
3 
i 
E 
93 Fifty-Seven Management Corp. (1) 
Dwned by : Eu 


CONFIDENTIAL 


DT MARES VANCOUVER MEMBER 
CORP 


Tha Gonaid J, Trump Raveceble Trust Limited Partner 


Name 

DTTM Operations Managing 
Member Corp 

& shia 

1.000000 units 1300.00 %} 


Name 
RT Marks Worll Maniber Corp 


DTTM OPERATIONS LLC 


DTTM Onarstiots Managing 
Mamber Corp 

Quingraht 

L0% 


Nams 

DY TOWER GURGAON MANAGING 
MEMBER CORP 

TTI Venture UC 


DTTM Onerstiuns Managing 
Moariber Corp 


OQunsphin 
LE 


x 
DIT Holdings LUC 


Sams 


DIT Holdings Managing Mamber LLC 


Nas 
DTIN Ooeration: Managing 
Marnher Torp 


Rame 
Excel Vaniurs i Corporetion 


DIT KOLDINGS LLC 


Genil Partner 


Managing Menkes 


Managing Mani 


Managing Member 


Bates 


Shareholder 


Role 
Managing Member 


Member 


Shareholder 


Role 


Managing Member 


Member 


Bolg 
Shareholder 


Marker 


Bale 


Shareholder 


Balz 


Sharahalder 


Mernbsr 


Rule 
Shareholder 


Hole 


Mansging Member 


Member 


Bails 


DANY_520639 


Reference # 


OG Porm 2088 (Mah 2944) 


Instructions far Part 2 


inca aen 


iron seien 


iod 


Owned by : 3e Ovenership 
$ 
E: 
101 FIRST MEMBER INC Y) 
Dwned by : % Qunershig 
prd 
Hos ownership interest in : Entity Name 


TRUMP PALACE/PARCLLC 


132 FLIGHTS INC IE) 


Owned by : 


10S FLORIDA PROPERTIES MANAGEMENT Lc (21 


Guwand by a Oumershin 
400 
304 Fountainbleu Apartments LLC 43} 
Gwaed by i MOwoershis 
E 
78 


105 Golf Productions LE 


Owaed bys 3 Bwnershig 
i 
>> 


208 Golf Productions Member Com (i) 


Dwned by : 3€ Ownership 
199 
Has ownership Interest In z Katy Name 
lf Productions LLC 


307 Golf Recreation Scotland Limited r1 


framed by : 


BQwavrshin 


Has ovnershis interest Ins 


ide HELICOPTER AIR SERVICES INC Na} 


Owned by t fe Ownership 


io 


110 Hudson Waterfront Associates | LE TH 


Üwned by: 


d 


62 
36 


Has ownership interest in t Entity Rama 
HWA 555 Owners, LL 


iii Hudson Warerfront Assocfafes ff LP YE) 


Owned By : 


CONFIDENTIAL 


Managing Mamber 


Name 
Fifty Seven Managatasrh Corp. 


The Trusap-Eguita ble Fath avenue 
Company 


The Banald 1, Trump Revocable Trust 


Seunershie Hide 
2.1006 Managing Maraber 
Name 


DST Holdings Managing Mrz 


Mame 
DIT Holdings LLC 


Name 
BIT Holdings LLC 
Temp Family Members 


Name 
Bolf Productions Member Corp 


TUT Holdings LLC 


Holdings Managing Mamber Lic 


Oxwntsrshilo Tie 
i05 Managing Member 
Name 
TURNBERRY SCOTLAND ULC 
Bemership Tite 
100.009€ Shambelder 
Mama 
Dif HOLDINGS MANAGING MEMBER 
ac 
ame 
HUDSON WATERFRONT? 
CORPORATION 
HUDSON WESTSIDE ASSOCIATES 1, 
LP. 
‘the Sonsid 5. Trump Revocable Trust 
Tis 
Porter 


Shersholder 


Role 
Managing Member 


Member 


Role 
Sharshoider 


Rafe 


Shareholder 


Mambar 
Member 


Rede 
Managing Mambar 


Minbar 


Bole 
Shareholder 


Sofa Mernker 


Sharebulder 


Partner 


Partner 


Re 


DANY 520640 


GOE Foon 2386 March 20145 
Instructions far Part 2 


Reference H 


36 


112 Hudson Wetertrant Associates Hi LP *(1 


Owned hy : A Ownership 
ai 
£8 
36 

Has ownership interezt in: Entity Name 


HWA 22961 LLC 


113 Hudson Waterfront Associates IV, LP ft} 


Owned by: 38 Ownership 
i 
6a 
30 

Ras ownership ioterest in : Entity Name 


RWA 2230 1V LLE 


114 Hudson Wetertront Associates V LPT1) 


Dumed by: 36 Qumershin 


i 
E 
30 


Hos ownership Interest in + 


Entity Name 
RWA J90 V LLC 


1315 Indian Hilfs Holdings LLC 93) 
Owned by: $6 Ownership 

108 

117 TRUMP NATIONAL GOLF CLUB - JUPITER 


Owned bys wsrershi 
1 
55 
118 JUPITER GOLF CLUB MANAGING MEMBER CORP I1) 
Owned by: % üinerstdg 
480 
Has ownership interest inz Entity Name 
TRUMP NATIONAL GOLF CLUB - 
JUPITER 


iis LAMINGTON FAMILY HOLDINGS LLC 


Dwned by: 2€ shin 
ino 
120 TRUMP NATIONAL GOLF CLUB - BEDVINSTER 
Ouned hy : % thanershin 
108 


121 Lawrence Towers Apartments LEC "(3) 


Owed by x 


122 LEB ACQUISITION LLC *(1) 


Owned by : 


36 Dwnershin 


CONFIDENTIAL 


HUDSON WATERFRONT I 
CORPORATION 

HUDSON WESTSIDE ASSQCIATES I, 
LP. 

The Donald d. Trump Revocable Trust 


HUDSON WATERERONT ill 
CORPORATION 

HUDSON WESTSIDE ASSOCIATES Hi, 
LP. 

The Donald J Trump Revocable Trust 


Ownership 
100.0095 


Tide 
Partner 


fame 

HUDSON WATERFRONT IV 
CORPORATION 

HUDSON WESTSIDE ASSOCIATES IV, 
LP. 

The Donald J. Trump Revocable Trust 


Ownershte 
100,008 


Name 

HUDSON WATERFRONT ¥ 
CORPORATION 

HUDSON WESTSIDE ASSOCIATES V, 
LP. 

The Donald 3, Trump Ravocabfe Trust 


Tita 
Partner 


100.0026 


Name 
DIT Holdings LLC 


Mame 

JUPITER GOLF CLUB MANAGING 
MEMBER CORP 

BT HOLDINGS ELC 


Nama 
DIT HOLDINGS MANAGING MEMBER 
uc 

wnership 

1.00% 


Tile 
Managing Member 


Name 
DI Holdings UE 


Name 
LFR ACQUISITION LLC 


Name 
DIT Holdings LLC. 
Tramp Family Members 


Partner 


Partner 


Partner 
Partner 


Partner 


Role 
Partner 


Farther 


Partner 


Rola 
Partner 


Partner 


Partner 


Role 
Member 


Role 
Managing Member 
Member 


Role 
Shareholder 


Role 


Member 


Role 
Member 
Mambar 


DANY_520641 


BUE Foon 274 Mark 2014) 


Page Namen 7] 
ek ALL of 46 
Reference if Cree oret xem 
LFR ACOLISITIDN MEMBER CORP Managing Member 
98 DIT HOLDINGS LLC Member 
Ras ownership interest In : Entity Noms Ovinership. Tide 
TRUMP RATIONAL GOLF CLUB-— 100,00 Membar 
BEDMINSTER 
1232 LEB ACQUISITION MEMBER CORP *(1) 
Owned by: 36 Ownership Name Sole 
bird DIT HOLDINGS MANAGING MEMBER Shareheidse 
ác 
Has ownership Interest in : Entity Name Ownership. Tite 
LPS ACQUISITION LLG 4.00% Maneging Member 
123 MAR-A-LAGO CLUB INC "(1) 
Owned by: S6 Ownership Name Role 
200 DIT HOLDINGS MANAGING MEMBER Shareholder 
LEC 
Has ownership Interest iu z Entity Name Ownership: Te 
RMAR-A-LAGO CLUS, LLC. IR Member 
MALG, tne. 100.0095 Shareholder 
125 MAR ALAC CLUB, LLC, 
Assumed Naması DIBA 
MAR-A-LAGO CLUB, LLE, Le, 
Owned by: 3 Oymershis Name Role 
01 MAR-A-LAGO CLUB INC Member 
52.38 The. Danald J, Trump Revocable Trust Member 
127 Midland Associates Y3} 
Chumned by: 38 Ownership Hame Bale 
28 DIT Holdings ILC. Partner 
75 Trump Family Members Partner 
228 NETTO WORLD CO, LIMITED *(3; 
Owned by: 26 Ownership Name Role 
206 TRUMP TURNBERRY Shareholder 
126 OCEAN DEVELOPMENT MEMBER INC TS 
Ovined by: Mymershis Same Role 
100 BUT Holdings ALC Sharehotder 
Has ownership interest in: Entity Name Ownership Tide 
OCEAN DEVELOPMENT SERVICES 1.00% Member 
LE 
131 One Central Park West Assaviates *(3] 
Owned Sy: % Ownership Rame Role 
50 TRUMP CENTRAL PARK WEST CORP Partner 
50 SALBREATH COLUMBUS CIRCLE Partner 
DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATES, LP. 
Has ownership interest in: Entity Mama Quenershia Xie 
One Central Pork West PT 34.30% Member 
Associates 
132 One Central Park West PT Associates "(3I 
Owned by : 36 Ownership Rame Rale 
343 One Central Park West Axsorlates Partner 
65.7 CPW PT Partners, G.P. Partner 
233 OPO HOTEL MANAGER LLC Y5) 
Owned by : 56 Ownership Name Role 
í OPO HOTEL MANAGER MEMBER Mariaging Member 
CORP 
22,50 Trump Family Merpbers Member 
75.58 DIT HOLDINGS LLC Member 
124 OPO HOTEL MANAGER MEMBER CORP *(1) 
Owned by : 36 Ownershin Nome Role 
300 DIT Holdings Mansging Member LUC. Shareholder 
Has ownership Interest in : Entity Name QOsuneeshin. Title 


CONFIDENTIAL DANY 520642 


OGE Form Ile faich 20145 
instructions for Part 2 


Küste Tids io a put 


Reterence # | 


135 OWO DEVELOPER ELEC) 
Owned by: 


OPS HOTEL MANAGER LLC 


3& Ownership 
490 


335 PANAMA OCEAN CLUB MANAGEMENT LLC (3) 


Owned by: 


Name 
DST Holdings LLE 


137 PANAMA OCEAN CLUB MANAGE 


Owned by : 


Has ownership Intersstin : 


140 Fare Consulting, fre. *(1) 


Owned by : 


Has ownership Interest in : 


341 Park Briar Associates {1} 


Owned by : 


Hus ownership interest in: 


36 Dwnershity Nama 
4 PANAMA OCEAN CLUB 
MANAGEMENT MEMBER CORP 
99 DIT Holdings LLC 
MENT MEMBER CORP *f3 
%Owmershig Name 
300 DUT Holdings Managing Member LLC 


Entity Name 
PANAMA OCEAN CLUE 


MANAGEMENT CL 


% Ownership 
100 


Entity Name 


4€ Wall Development Associates, 


uc 


25 


75 

Entity Name 

Starrett City Associates, LP, 
Spring Craek Plaza HC 


142 PINE HILL DEVELOPMENT LEC 


Owned by s 


26 Ownership 
i 


$8 


Ownership 
1,0056. 


Name 
DIT Holdings Managing Member LLC 


Qwnershin 
0.10% 


Name 
The Donald J. Trump Revocable Trust 


Trump Family Members 
Qumership. 

i475 

1475 


Name 
PINE HILL DEVELOPMENT 
MANAGING MEMBER CORP 
DIY HOLDINGS LLC 


143 PINE HILL DEVELOPMENT MANAGING MEMBER CORP 77} 


Owned by: 


Has ownership interest In ; 


144 Plaza Consulting Corp, 1) 


Owned by t 


Has ownership Interest in : 


145 POKER VENTURE LLG "(3) 


Owned by : 


Entity Name 
PINE HILL DEVELOP MENT LLC 


% Ownership. 
ion 


Entity Name 
The East 61 Street Company, LP 


$i Ownershfi 
H 


98 


146 POKER VENTURE MANAGING MEMBER CORP Y3) 


Owaed by t 


Has üwnership Interest ins 


147 Rea-Tru Equities, LTD ^f3) 


CONFIDENTIAL 


% Owngrshin 
100 


Entity Name 
PORER VENTURE LLC 


Name 
DIF Holdings Managing Member LE 


Tha Donald J. Trump Revocable Trust 


Ewoership. 
0.10% 


Name 

POKER VENTURE MANAGING 
MEMBER CORP 

DTUM OPERATIONS LLC 


DTTM Operations Managing 
Member Corp 


Osmershilg 
1.00% 


Managing Member 


Managing Member 


Title 
Member 


Partner 
Member 


Tie 
Managing Member 


Tile 
Partner 


Managing Member 


Page Number 


Role 
Member 


Managing Member 


Member 


Bole 
Shareholder 


Bole 
Shareholder 


Rola 
Partner 


Partner 


Bole 
Managing Member 


Member 


Roig 
Shareholder 


Sole 
Shareholder 


aging Member 


Member 


Role 
Sharaholder 


DANY_520643 
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instructions for Past 3 
di t 5. 


Reference # 


Üwned by: 


180 RPV DEVELOPMENT LLG NG) 


Bamed by: 


Ras ownership interastin : 


36 Chamerehin 
300 


% Boimershin 
ioo 


TRUMP NATIONAL GOLF CLUB ~ 


LOS ANGELES 
i51 SCOTLAND ACQUISITIONS LES 3) 
Owned by: A QGwnershig 
106 
153 Seven Springe Lic 
Quned by: X Ownershio 
oi 
99.8 
123 Shore Maven Apel, me, "(1) 
Dwned by: 26 QGwnenddn 
28 


Has awiniership interest in : 


ame 
City Asscckates, LP. 
Spring Creek Plaza LLC 


156 Shore Maven Shopping Center LL 


Üvsned brc 


187 TRUMP TURNBERRY 


Owned bys 


Has ovenership interestin : 


189 Sussex Hall, Ino, "f3) 


framed by: 


160 J international Rooky LLC 


Üwnad hyi 


161 TAG AR ING. "(2] 


Owned by ; 


NITTO WORLD CO., LIMITED 


SC Ownershin 
25 


75 


38 Ownership 
55 


3i 
182 THO BARU HOTEL MANAGER SERVICES LLO "PB 


Owned by; 


183 THO BAKU HOTEL MANAGER SERVICES MEMBER CORP, YA 


Samed by : 


Has ownership taterastin t 


164 THO BAKU SERVICES LLG IE 


CONFIDENTIAL 


% Oumershik 
í 
as 


S& Cwneratili 
405 


Nams 


SERVICES LLC 


BAKU HOTEL MANAGER 


br miner agree, 


DIT Hoidings Managing Member tUa 


Rame 
DIT HOLDINGS MANAGING MEMBER 
uc 


swnershin 
29,008 


Bame 
DIT Holdings Lic 


The Ronald i Trump Ravoonble Trust 


Trump Family Members 


Noms 
ST Bedelia LC. 
Trump Family Members 


Name 
Golf Recreation Scotland Limited 


Ownership 
100.0028 


flame 
The Donald J, Trump Revoesbis Trust. 


Trump Family Members 


The Dansid f, Trump Ravocabia Trust. Managing Member 


Trump Fardby Members 


DIT OPERATIONS H LAC 


Name 

THC BAKU HOTEL MANAGER 
SERVICES MEMBER CORP, 
DIT Holdings LIC 


Name 
DIT Holdings Managing Meniber LLC 


Ownership 


1,09% 


Title 
Shareholder 


Tike 
Sartor 
Member 


Tide 
Shareholder 


Member 


Title 


Managing Member 


As af 46 


Shareholder 


Role 
Member 


Role 
Member 


Managing Member 
Mamber 
Role 


Sharehoider 


Shareholder 


Role 
Sele Shareholder 


Role 
Shareholder 


Shareholder 


Shareholder 


Rote 
Managing Mambar 
Merher 


Roig 
Shareholder 


DANY 520644 


Reference d | 


lo Lt 203} 
ns far Park 2 


Deh E 
Eilers Nome 


Owned by: $6 wnership 


E: 


i65 THE BAKU SERVICES MEMBER CORP IE 


Owned by : 


Ze Dwnership 
400 


Has ownership interest in x 


LEC 


166 THC Barra Hotelaria LTDA. *(41 


Owned by: Sé Bvnershin. 
E] 


H 


Gwriad by ¢ A vemershio 
2 


E: 


188. THE CENTRAL RESERVATIONS MEMBER CORP LH 


Dwned by : de Ownseshio 


190 


Has ownership interest in} InttyNamk 


THE CENTRAL RESERVATIONS LLC 


169 THC CHINA DEVELOPMENT LEG 


Osvand by t 


130 THO CHINA TECHNICAL SERVICES LLT Ya) 


Rack 
“THE BAKU SERVICES MEN 


DIT Holdings LLC 


Reme 
DUT Holdings Managing Member lif 


Qumershig Tide 
100% Managing Member 


Nams 

EHT Holdings LLC 
THCDEVELOPMENT BRAZIL 
MANAGING MEMBER CORP 


Bans 

THO CENTRAL RESERVATIONS 
MENIBER CORP 

DIT Holdings EC. 


Name 
DIT Holdings Managing Number LLC 


Binsruhle Tite 

1.00% Managing Member 
Kame 

TROMP INTERNATIONAL t 


MANAGEMENT LUC 


Owned by: db Ownershig 
H A TECHNICAL SERVICES 
MANAGER CORP 
5 DUT Holdings lC 
171 THE CHINA TECHNICAL SERVICES MANAGER CORP ^3) 
Ownaed by: A Ownership Name 
20D DIT Haldings Managing Member LUC 
Haz owners interest in t Entiy Mame Qunershio Fe 
C CHIRA TECHNICAL SERVICES 100% Managing Member 
ac 
i72 THO DEVELOPMENT BRAZIL LLG. Ma} 
Dvere bys 36 Bnership Nass 
i THE DEVELOPMENT BRAZIL 
MANAGING MEMBER CORP 
9$ DIT Holdings LLC 


AGING MEMBER CORP ^ 


373 THC DEVELOPMENT BRASIL, MANAGING MEMBER CORP YA} 


Owned by : 


Has ownership interest in: 


Entity Name 
TRC DEVELOPMENT BRAZIL LLC. 


THE Bares Hotelaria LIGA 


176 THO HOTEL DEVEL OPMENT LLE ND 
Dwnedbyz 


CONFIDENTIAL 


Kama 
DIT Holdings Managing Member Lic 


Kianershig Title 
1008 Managing Member 
1.0095 Managing Member 


1 ut Holdings ac 


farm, Go not inde went warmia, street mıllrsssas; or Yandiy mervdsr namas. Saw Intentio fe semdred INlannstien. 


Rolz 
Managing Merker 


Member 


Role 
Shareholder 
hareholdar 


Rote 
Maneging Member 


Member 


folg 
Sharehoider 


Role 
Member 


Belg 
Managing Member 


Member 


Shareholder 


Bede 
Minnuging Niember 


Member 


Role 
Shareholder 


DANY_520645 


QUE Fenn 2205 7 Maschi) 
spe, Decent. 


Darak J. Trage 
Reference 8 


iideeexez, or fal 


are Ber vage; 


177 THE IMEA DEVELOPMENT LLC 


Dwned hy : 36 Ownership. 
100 


178 THC MIAMI RESTAURANT HOSPITALITY LLC 


Owned by: 


Bo 


MANAGEMENT LEC 


Name 

THC MIAME RESTAURANT 
HOSPITAUTY MEMBER CORP 
DIT Holdings LC 


178 THC MIAM RESTAURANT HOSPITALITY MEMBER CORP Y1) 


Owned by: 36 Ownership 


100 
Hes ownership interest in i Entity Name 
TRC MIAMI RESTAURANT 
HOSPITALITY LEC 


Name 
DIT Holdings Managing Member LLC 


Title 
Managing Marhher 


jac THC QATAR HOTEL MANAGER LLC "(3)-DISSOLVED T/28/17 


Owned by: S6 OwWnershio 


4 


98 


Name : 
THE QATAR HOTEL MANAGER 
MEMBER CORP 

INT Holdings UE 


181 THC QATAR HOTEL MANAGER MEMBER CORP *(3)--DISSOLVED 1/20/17 


Owned hy : 


Has ownership interest in : Entity Name 


THE QATAR ROTEL MANAGER LLC 


im THO RIO MANAGER LLO (3) — 


Owned by: Je Qwnershin 
i 
= 

188 THC RIO MANAGING MEMBER CORP *(3] 

Owned by! 34 Ownership 
i00 

Has ownership interest in: Entity Name 
THC RIO MANAGER LLC 


184 THO SALES & MARKETING LLC '(5j 


Üwned by c Kownerchig 
4 
93 
135 THC SALES & MARKETING MEMBER CORP *(1) 
Gwnad by : 26 Ownershtn. 
ioo 


Has ownership interest fn : 


Owned by : 36 Ownership 


H 


99 
137 JHE SERVICES SHENZHEN MEMBER CORP "(3) 


Owned by + 26 Ownership 
ico 
Hat ownership interest in i Entity Name 


CONFIDENTIAL 


Name 
DIT Holdings Managing Mersber LLC 


Title 
Managing Member 


i00 


Narre 
THC.RIO MANAGING MEMBER CORP 


DJT Holdings LLC 
Name 


DIT Holdings Managing Member LLC 


Title 
Managing Member 


Ownerstilp 
1.0056 


THC SALES & MARKETING MEMBER 
CORP 
DIT Holdings [IC 


ame 
BIT Holdings Managing Member LLC 


Eule 
Managing Member 


THC SERVICES SHENZHEN MEMBER 
CORP 
DIT Heldings LC 


Name 
WT Holdings Managing Member LLC 


Qwnership 


Sale 
Membar 


Managing Member 
Werber 


Role 
Shareholder 


Role 
Managing Member 


Member 


Sharehoider 


Rote 
Managing Member 


Member 


Role 
Shareholder 


Role 
Managing Member 


Member 


Role 
Shareholder 


Managing Member 


Member 


Bals 
Shareholder 


DANY_520646 


SHIR Foros 26e Chforch FARAY 


Reference ft 


l BENERAN, ar 


Seth votivis; 


Buches — 7] 
a Aig ofa} 


RR, 


THE SERVICES SHENZHEN LLC 


188 THO SHENZHEN HOTEL MANAGER LLC *(3} 
3e Qvmeratin 


H 


Dwned By: 


$9 
3-9 THC SHENZHEN HOTEL MANAGER MEMBER CORP "f3) 


Owned by : 


Enti 
THC SHENZHEN HOTEL MANAGER 


Has ownership interest in: 


Lie 
198 THE VANCOUVER MANAGEMENT CORP 
Owned by : 36 Ownership 
200 


Owned by : 3& Cwnershipg. 
iod 
182 THE VENTURE TECC. 431 
Owned by + 25 Ownership 
83 
i 
193 THC VENTURE | MANAGING MEMBER CORP, *(3) 
Daned by : 36 Ownership 
309 
Has ownership interestin : Entity Name 


THO VENTURE LLC 


298 THO VENTURE H LEC YS) 


Owned hy: BOwnershin 
2 
29 
195 THO VENTURE If MANAGING MEMBER CORP, YH 
Owned hy : %Ownershlß 
18 
Has ownership interest in : Entity Heme 


THC VENTURE H ULC 


196 THE VENTURE JN LLC - NIRIA TTTT Venture LEC TB 


36 Bunershig 
i 


Owned byt 


76272 
33.728 


Has ownership interest in : 


1.00% 


Name 

THC SHENZHEN HOTEL MANAGER 
MEMBER CORP 

DIT Holdings LLC 


Dwnershin 
1.0096 


Name 
LUT Holdings Managing Member LLC 


Name 
THC VANCOUVER MANAGEMENT 
CORP 


Name 

DUT HOLDINGS LLC 

THC VENTURE? MANAGING 
MEMBER CORP 


Name 
DITM Operations Managing 
Member Corp 


Üsgnership 
1.09% 


THE VENTURE ff MANAGING 
MEMBER CORP. 
BTIM OPERATIONS LLC 


Name 
DTTM Operations Managing 
Member Corp 


Name 
TITI Venture Member Corp 


DTFM OPERATIONS LLC 
Trump Family Members 


various entities as. indicated elsewhere in this schedule 


197 THC VENTURE IH MEMBER CORP - WEHA TTTT Venture Member Corp "f1) 


Owned by: BOwsnershls 
100 

Has ownership Interest in : Entity Name 
TYTT VENTURE LUC 


193 THE CARIBUSINESS RE CORP 1} 


CONFIDENTIAL 


The Donald}. Trump Revocable Trust 


Ownership 
1.00% 


Managing Member 


Tile 
Managing Mamber 


Managing Member 


Tide 
Managing Member 


Title 
Managing Member 


Role 
Managing Member 


Member 


Bole 


Shareholder 


Role 
Member 


Role 
Member 
Member 


Role 
Shareholder 


Role 
Managing Member 


Member 


Role 
Sharehalder 


Role 
Managing Member 


Member 
Member 


Shareholder 


DANY_520647 


Reference # 


DGE Fon Tie iach 2014 
instructions for Part 2 


EE 


Owned by : 36 Onmerskip 
100 
Has ownership interest irs Entity Name 


CARIBUSINESS MRE LLC 


Caribusiniess Investments, SR. 


195 The East 87 Street Company, LE 


Owned by: Se Ouvmershis 


99.9 


n4 


300 THE TRUMP CORPORATION 


Owned by: 38 Ownership 


108 


201 THE TRUMP ENTREPRENEUR INITIATIVE LLC 


Name 

DIT HOLDINGS MANAGING MEMBER 

ic 

Swnership Title 

Managing Member 


Membar 


Name 
The Donald 3, Trump Revocable Trust 


Plaza Consulting Corp. 


Name 
The Donald J, Trump Revocable Trust. 


Owned hy: A Ownesship Name 
1900 THE TRUMP ENTREPRENEUR 
INITIATIVE LEC (NY DOMESTIC) 
Has ownership Interest in z Entity Name Dwnershin 
TRUMP EDUCATION ULC 199.0075 
202 THE TRUMP ENTREPRENEUR INITIATIVE LLO (NY DOMESTICI (2) 
Owned hy : SR Oxinership Name 
ot DIT ENTREPRENEUR MANAGING 
MEMBER LLC (FORMALLY KNOWN AS 
DIT UNIVERSITY MANAGING 
MEMBER LLC} 
3.5 Spitalny, Jonathan 
45 Sexton, Michael 
215 DIT ENTREPRENEUR MEMBER LLC. 
{FORMALLY ENOWN AS DIT 
UNIVERSITY MEMBER LLC} 
Has ownership interest in: Entity Name Title 
THE TRUMP ENTREPRENEUR Managing Member 
INITIATIVE L.C 


203 THE TRUMP FOLLIES LEC "(31 


Owned bys $6 Onwnarshi 


H 


E 
204 THE TRUMP FOLLIES MEMBER INC. ^(3) 


Owned by : 


Has ownership interest in z Entity Mame 


THE TRUMP FOLUES LLC 
205 The Trump Hotel Corp, (3) 
Demed bys 36 Ownership 
ied 


306 THE TRUMP MARKE REAL ESTATE CORP Yt) 


Owned by: 


Has ownership interest In: 


Entity Name 
TRUM? MARKS REAL ESTATE HT 


207 The Trump Organization, Inc. *(3) 


COvmed by : 


dh Ownership 
ico 


208 The Trume-Equitable Fifth Avenue Company 


CONFIDENTIAL 


THE TRUNIP FOLLIES MEMBER INC: 


DIT Holdings UC 


DIT Holdings Managing Member LLC 


Sunership Title 
1,00% Managing Member 


Name 
JT Holdings Managing Member LLC 


DTTM Operations Managing 
Member Corp 


Ownership Tite 
1.0096 Member 
Name 


DIT Holdings Managing Member LLC 


ost. 


Page Number x i ud 


Shareholder 


fole 
Partner 


Shareholder 


Role 


Managing Mersber 


Role 
Managing Member 


Member 
Member 
Membar 


Managing Member 


Member 


Role 
Shareholder 


Role 
Shareholder 


Shareholder 


Rate 
Shareholder 


DANY 520648 


OGE Form ile (ash 20637 
instructions for. Part. 2 


Rage [m 


Rote 
Partner 


Partner 


fols 


Dwnedby: —— — — MOwaesdg — —  MNamm 000000777778 " 
38 The Donald J, Trump Revocable Trust 
1 TIPPERARY REALTY CORPORATION 

Has owmerzhip Interest in: Entity Name Gwnhershin Title 
Ky-Sevanth Street Associates — 00.0076 Member 
LC 
TRUMP TOWER COMMERCIAL LLC 99,0056. Member 

209 TIGL COMMON AREA MANAGEMENT CORP X2) 

Owned by: % Ownership Name 

ioo DIT Holdings Managing Member LLC 


gis TRUMP INTERNATIONAL GOLF LINKS - DOONBEG 


Owned by : B Demership. 
ion 


Neme 
TW VENTURE LLC 


Shareholder 


DOGNBEG; operator of suites) 


Owned by > A Ownership. Name Bolg 
ion TRUMP INTERNATIONAL GOLF LINKS - Sola Member 
DOONBEG 
213 TIHC RESERVATIONS LLC 
Gumed by : 3e Ownership Mame Role 
100 DIT Holdings LLC Marber 
214 TIHH MEMBER CORF *(1) 
Gumed by: Name Roles 
The Ronald} Trump Revocable Trust Shareholder 
Has ownership interest ín > Entity Name Ownership: Title 
“TRUMP INTERNATIONAL HOTEL 1.0095 Managing Member 
HAWAN LLC 
215 PHH MEMBER LEC Yu 
Owned by : % Dwnershin Name Role 
ioo The Donald J. Trump Revocable Trust Managing Member 
Has ownership interest in ı Entity Name Dwnership iue 
TRUMP INTERNATIONAL HOTEL — 99.00% Member 
HAWAN UC 
218 TEM MEMBER CORP, ^1) 
Owned by : % Ownership Mame Rote 
i00 DIT Holdings Managing Meraber iC Shareholder 
Has ownership tnterestin : Entity Name Dwnership. Title 
TRUMP INTERNATIONAL HOTELS — 0.3006. Managing Member 
MANAGEMENT ULO 
217 HHT CHICAGO MEMBER ACQUISITION LLC YU) 
Owned by r 26 Swnershin Nome Role 
409 DIT HOLDINGS LLE Member 
Has awnership Interest tn c Entity Name Bwnershlp Tide 
401 MEZZ VENTURE LEC 50.00% Member 
218 TIHT COMMERCIAL ELC 
Dwned by: Z Ownership Name Role 
8.01 TIHT MEMBER LLC Member 
39.99 The Donald J, Trump Revocable Trust. Managing Member 
OMPANY LLC 
Daned by: Name Role 
DIT Holdings ULC Mernber 


220 TIHT MEMBER LLC YR 


CONFIDENTIAL DANY 520649 


OR Form 27182 Nach 25611) 
Instructions for Part 2 


Referenced | 


E: CU Ši ni ERN 


Owned by : 


Has ownership interest In 1 


Entity Nama 
TIHT COMMERCIAL LLC 


221 TIPPERARY REALTY CORP, {1} 


Owned by: 


Has ownership interest in : 


222 TMG Member, LEG (1) 


Ownedby : 


Has dumership interest in: 


3 Ownership 
105 


Entity Name 
The Trump-Egtltabte Fifth Avenue 


Company 


36 Ounershin 
ipo 


Entity Name 
Trump Modet Management LLE 


223 TRUMP NATIONAL GOLF CLUB - CHARLOTTE 


Owned by : 


% Gwnershig 
i 


58 
224. INGE CHARLOTTE MANAGER CORP (1) 


Owned by : 


Has ownership interest in: 


36 Ownership. 
100 


Entity Name 
TRUMP NATIONAL GOLF CLUB - 
CHARLOTTE 


225 TRUMP NATIONAL GOLF CLUB - HUDSON VALLEY 


Owned by 3 


A Eywnership. 
i 


ag 


226 TNGC DUTCHESS COUNTY MEMBER CORP {7} 


Domed by: 


Has ownership interast in: 


ownership 
400 


TRUMP NATIONAL GOLF CLUR ~ 
HUDSON VALLEY 


227 INGE JUPITER MANAGEMENT LEG 


Owned by: 


X Qunershin 
t 


= 


228 TNGC JUPITER MANAGING MEMBER CORP ff} 


Oumed byt 


Has ownership interestin s 


A Qumershig 
100 


Entity Nama 
TNGC JUPITER MANAGEMENT LLC 


229 TRUMP NATIONAL GOLF CLUS - PHILADELPHIA 


Beimed byi 


230 TNGC PINE HILL MEME 


Owned hy : 


Has ownership interest in: 


CONFIDENTIAL 


59 


CORE (1) 


36 Ownership 
200 


Entity Name 


Name 
The Donald J. Trump Revocable Trust 


Oswnaershin 
0.91% 


The Donald J. Trump Revocable Trust 


Ownership 
1.00% 


Name 

DIT Holdings U.C 
Ownershío 
85.0036 


Name 
TRGC CHARLOTTE MANAGER CORP 


DIT HOLDINGS LLC 


uc 


Ownership 
1.00% 


Name 

TNGCDUTCHESS COUNTY MEMBER 
CRP 

DIT HOLDINGS lEC 


Name 
DIT HOLDINISS MANAGING MEMBER 
uc 


TNGC JUPITER MANAGING MEMBER 
CORP 
OST HOLDINGS LLG 


QUT Holdings Managing Member UC 


Gwnership 
Laon 


ame 
TNGC PINE HILL MEMBER CORP 


DIT HOLDINGS LLC 


Name 
DIT HOLDINGS MANAGING MEMBER 
uc 


Ownershin. 


Managing Member 


Managing Member 


Managing Member 


Member 


Shareholder 


Role 
Member 


Role 
Managing Member 


Member 


Bale 
Shareholder 


Role 
Managing Member 


Memher 


Shareholder 


Role 
Managing Member 


Member 


Role 
Shareholder 


Managing Member 


Member 


Rolz 
Shareholder 


DANY_520650 


OGE Ferro Fille (Miei 204) 
instractions tor Part 2 
y D at partie fovent, Dor not incline areount summburr, strat addressen, or Pony t 
|Filer's Mame n 


mamka nimes Des inutructions for exuudred inf. 


Pape Number 


s Ario 7 
Reference) Se ou tsa oa ya um ame 
TRUMF NATIONAL GOLF CLIS- 1.0096 Managing Member 
PHILADELPHIA 
231 Toronto Development LLC "f3] 
Owned by: 26 wnership Name Roig 
300 DIT Holdings LLC Member 
254 TRUMP 108 CPS ELC 
Owned by: % Ownershin Name Role 
380 BIT Holdings LLC Member 
235 Trump 845 LP LLC TU 
Owned bys Bowsnershin Name gole 
i00 The Donald 4, Trump Revocable Trust Managing Member 
Has ownership Interest in i Entity Name Ownership Tige 
845 UN Limited Partnership 60.0025 Partner 
236 TRUMP 8485 UN GP LLC HT) 
fwaed by: 36 Oumerahln Name Hole 
04 TRUMP 845 UN MGR CORP Managing Member 
99.9 The Donald L Trump Revocable Trust. Member 
Has ownership interest in t Entity Name Ownership Title 
BAS UN Limited Partnership 40,0896 Partner 
227 TRUMP 845 UN MGR CORP Y1) 
Owned by: Bowrershle Name Role 
i00 The Donald L Trump Revocable Trust Shareholder 
Has ownership interest in z Entity Nars Ownership Title 
TRUM? 845 UN GP LLC 0.10% Managing Member 
223 TRUMP 845 UN MGR LLC 3} 
Owned by : 26 Ownership Name Role 
2180 The Donald J. Trump Revocable Trust Managing Member 
239 TRUMP AC CASING MARKS LLE (3) 
Owaed by: 36 Ownership Name Bole 
t TRUMP AC CASINO MARKS MEMBER Managing Member 
CORP 
99 DTIM OPERATIONS LEC Member 
240 TRUMP AC CASINO MARKS MEMBER CORP YA 
Owned by: 3b Ownershin Name Role 
200 ETTM Operations Managing Shareholder 
Member Corp 
Has ownership interest in : Entity Name Ownership 
TRUMP AC CASINO MARKS LLC 1,0096 Managing Mernber 
341 TRUMP ACQUISITION CORP. *(3} 
Owned by : % Ownershia Name Sole 
100 DUT Holdings LLC Sharsholder 
Has ownership Interest in z Entity Name Ownership 
TRUMP ACQUISITION, LEC 2.00% Managing Member 
242 TRUMP ACQUISITION, LLC IH 
Oemed by : 56. Gwnershig Name Role 
1 TRUMP ACQUISITION CORP, Managing Member 
95 DIT Holdings LLC Member 
243 TRUMP BOOKS LLC 
Owned. by : 26 Ovemershtg Name ftole 
$ TRUMP BOOKS MANAGER CORP Managing Member 
99 DIT Holdings LLC Member 


CONFIDENTIAL 


DANY_520651 


OI Forss 23e (iov 2014) 
Instructions for Part 2 


M Bon. Ba aot 2 i5 SES farai panes fak fiot. e i 
i 
uu rag 
244 TRUMP BOOKS MANAGER CORP TI} 

Owned by 26 Ownership Name Role 
ioo DIT Holdings Managing Member LLC Shareholder 

Was ownership Interest in « Entity Name DOwnershin Title 
TRUMP BOOKS LIC 2,0096 Managing Member 


265 TRUMP BRAZI LEC 43) 


Owned by : 356 Ownership Name Role 
ino BIT Holdings LLC Member. 
245 TRUMP CANADIAN SERVICES. INC. YS} 
Owned by: 36 Ownership Name Role 
100 The Donald J, Trump Revocable Trust Shareholder 
247 TRUMP CANQUAN ESTATE LLO TS 
Owned byi 36 Dwaersti. Name Role 
T TRUMP CANGUAN ESTATE MEMBER Managing Mamber 
CORP 
99 BIT Holdings LLC Member 
248 TRUMP CANOUAN ESTATE MEMBER CORP *(1) 
Owned by: BGwnershio Name Bale 
400 DIT Holdings Managing Member LLC Shareholder 
Has ownership Interest in « Entity Name Ownershin Title 
TRUMP CANOUAN ESTATE LEC 1.0095 Managing Member 
248 TRUMP CARIBBEAN LLC {3 
framed by: 26 D'wnershin Name Role 
199 DUT Holdings LLC Member 
250 TRUMP CARQUSEL LLC 
Dwnad by: $6 Ownership. Mame Role 
i TRUMP CAROUSEL MEMBER CORP Managing Member 
99 DIT Holdings tLC Marber 
251 TRUMP CAROUSEL MEMBER CORP Y1) 
Owned by : % Üvmershin Name Role 
108 DIT Holdings Managing Member LUG Shareholder 
Has ownership interest ifr Entity Name Ownership. Tide 
TRUMP CAROUSEL LEC 1.0036 Managing Member 
252 TRUMP CENTRAL PARK WEST CORP Y3} 
Owned hy : SXaOwnershig Rame Role 
100 DJT Holdings Managing MersberLLC Shareholder 
Has awnership interest in: Entity Name Qnership Hite 
fine Central Park Wast Assoclates 50,00% Partner 
253 Trump Chicago Commercial Member Corp (1) 
Owned by : m Ownership Name Rola 
400 Dif Holdings Managing Marber LLC Shareholder 
Has ownership interest in 7 Entity Name Ownership. Title 
TRUMP CHICAGO COMMERCIAL 1,00% Managing Member 
MANAGER ULC 
254 TRUMP CHICAGO COMMERCIAL MANAGER LLC 
Owned by: 36 Gunorshin Name Role 
X Trump Chicago Commarclal Member Managing Member 
Corp 
33 OUT Holdings LLC Member 
255 TRUMP CHICAGO DEVELOPMENT LLC 433 
Owned by : 3& Ownership Name Rola 
200 DIT Holdings LLC Meinber 


256 TRUMP CHICAGO HOTEL MANAGER LLU 


CONFIDENTIAL DANY_520652 


Reference H 


COE Pana 27a dt fosh 2014) 
instructions for Part 2 
Motes This is x nubie arma, Darna adus sex 


iepkers, street addis ies. Gi farag wen, 


Owned by : $4 Ownership. 


i 


5B 
257 Trump Chisago Hotel Member Lora {1} 


Owned fy: %Owmssshin 
ion 

Has ownership interest In? Entity Rame 
TRUMP CHICAGO HOTEL 
MANAGER LLC 


258 TRUMP CHICAGO MANAGING MEMBER LEC 7} 


Owned by: % Ownership 
i00 
Has ownership interest in : Entity Mame 


401 MEZZ VENTURE LLC 


459 TRUMP CHICAGO MEMBER LLO *(1) 


Owned hy : BOwnership 

485 
Has ownership interest in : Entity Name 

401 MEZZ VENTURE LLS 

250 TRUMP CHICAGO RESIDENTIAL MANAGER LLC 

Owned by ; X Ownership 

4 

98 


26i Trump Chicago Residential Member Corp "(1) 


Owned by : 


Has ownership interact int Entity Name 


TRUMP CHICAGO RESIDENTIAL 


Name 
Tramp Chicage Hote! Member Corp 


DIT Holdings ILC 


Name 


DIT Hakdings Managing Member LEC 


Bwnershis 
3.00% 


Name 
DIT HOLDINGS LLC. 


Gumershig 
190% 


DST HOLDINGS LLC 


Uwnershin. 
43.00% 


Name 

Trump Chicago Residential Member 
Com 

DJT Holdings LUC 


het 
iy 
3 


a 


BIT Holdings Managing Member LLC 


Qwrearship 
1,0096 


Tithe 


Managing Member 


Te 
Member 


Tithe 


Member 


Tile 
Managing Mernber 


Role 
Managing Member 


Member 


Shareholder 


Role 
Member 


Member 


Managing Member 


Membar 


Shareholder 


262 TRUMP CHICAGO RETAIL LEC *fassete & income already disclosed on Part 2 under 401 North Wabash Venture LLC: operator of retell. 


287 TRUMP COMMERCIAL CHICAGO LLC "(assets & Income already disclosed on Part 2 under 401 North Wabash Venture LLC; operator of 


MANAGER LLC. 
space) 
Owned by : 28 Ownership 
106 
253. TRUMP CHICAGO RETAIL MANAGER LLC "(a) 
Owned by : Je Ownershin 
4 
88 
264 TRUMP CHICAGO RETAIL MEMBER CORP 
Qwned by : x Ownershli 
400 
Hag ownership Interest in 1 Entity Nams 
TRUMP CHICAGO RETAIL 
MANAGER LLC 
commercial space) 
Owned by : S& Ownership 
308 
288 TRUMP CPS CORP *(4) 
Uüwned by : X Ownership 
405 
Has ownership interest In : Entity Nama. 
TRUM? OPS LET: 
268 TRUMP CPS LLE 
Owned by: Ownership 
[33 
59.8 


CONFIDENTIAL 


Name 
402 MEZZ VENTURE LLS 


Name 

TRUMP CHICAGO RETAIL MEMBER 
CORP 

DIT Holdings LLC 


Name 
BIT Holdings Managing MemberttC 


Qeanership 
1.00% 


Title 


Managing Member 


Rote 
Member 


Rate 
Managing Member 


Member. 


LJ 


ole 


Shareholder 


Name 
401 North Wabash Venture LO 


Name 
The Donald J. Trump Revocable Trust 


Gunership 
9.10% 


Name 
TRUMP CPS CORP 


The Donald 1, Trump Revocable Trust 


Tile 
Managing Member 


Shareholder 


Rate 
Managing Member 


Member 


DANY_520653 


Reference d 


DUE Keero. Ze fan 29143 
Instructions for Part Z 
H hi ibi 


270 TRUMP DELMONICO LEC Y1} 


Owned by : 36 Ownership 


1900 


Has ownership Interest In : Enmity Name 


TRUMP FARK AVENUE LLC 


271 TRUMP DEVELOPMENT SERVICES LLC 43) 


Owned hy: 


E 


372 TRUMP DEVELOPMENT SERVICES MEMBER CORP 43) 


Owned hy : % Ownership 


100 


Has ownership interest in + 


TRUMP DEVELOPMENT SERVICES 


uc 
275 TRUMP DRINKS ISRAEL LLC YG) 
Owned by 36 Gwnership 
1 
E 


276 TRUMP DRINKS ISRAEL MEMBER CORP HA) 
Cwned by: % Ownership 
ioo 


Has awnership interestin > 


Entity Name 
TRUMP DRINKS ISRAEL LEC 


277 TRUMP EDUCATION ULE *(3) 


Owned by : 3€ Ownership 


100 


278 TRUMP EMPIRE STATE INC (3) 


Owned by: 36 Gwnership 
160 
279 TRUMP NATIONAL DORAL 
Owned by: 36 Ownership 
1 
99 


280 TRUMP ENDEAVOR 12 MANAGER CORP *(1) 


Guned by t % Ownership 
199 
Has ownership Interest Ins Entity Name 
TRUMP NATIONAL DORAL 
281 TRUMP EU MARKS LLC *(3) 
Owned by: $6 Ownership 
4 
33 


282 TRUMP EU MARRS MEMBER CORP 43} 


Owned by : 36 Ownership 
200 
Has ownership Interest In : Enthy Name 
TRUMP EU MARKS LOC 


283 TRUMP FERRY PONT LLG 


CONFIDENTIAL 


Donald 3. Trump Revecshis Trust 


Qwnershig Title 
50.0096. Managing Member 


TRUMP DEVELOPMENT SERVICES 
MEMBER CORP 
DAT Holdings LLC 


Name 
DIT Holdings Managing Member LLC 


Üwnershin Tis 
1.00% Managing Member 


CORP 
DIT Holdings LLC 


Name 
DIT Holdings Managing Member thc 


Tite 
Managing Member 


THETRUMP ENTREPRENEUR 
INIHATIVELLCENY DOMESTIC) 


Kame 
DIT Holdings Managing Mernber LLC 


Name 

TRUMP ENDEAVOR 12 MANAGER 
CORP 

DIT HOLDINGS LLC 


Name 

DIT HOLDINGS MANAGING MEMBER 

uc 

Ownership Ile 

1.00% Managing Member 


TRUMP EU MARKS MEMBER CORP. 


STTM OPERATIONS LLC 


Rare 

DTTM Operations Managing 

Member Corp 

Qumarshin Tile 

Managing Member 


Managing Member 


Member 


Role 
Shareholder 


Role 
Managing Member 


Member 


Role 
Shareholder 


Role 
Shareholder 


Role 
Shareholder 


Role 
Managing Member 


Member 


Role 


Shareholder 


Role 
Managing Member 


Member 


Role 
Sherehaldar 


DANY_520654 


Reference # 


ONES Torte 2782 (Sch 2033) 
Instructions for Part 2 


E 


BIBIA 

Trump Goif Links Ferry Palnt 
Trump Golf Links Ferry Point 
Trump Golf Links 


Ss Qwnarshin 
4 


Assumad Names: 


Owned by: 


85 


384 TRUMP FERRY POINT MEMBER CORP 1} 


Owned bys 36 Ownership 
190 
Has ownership Interest In t Entity Name 


TRUMP FERRY POINT LLC 


288 TRUMP FLORIDA MANAGEMENT LLG TH 


Owned bys 36 Ownership. 
i 
ES] 
288 TRUMP FLORIDA MANAGER CORP *(3) 
Owned by: 36 Ownership 
128 
Has ownership interest in: Entity Mame 
TRUMP FLORIDA MANAGEMENT 
uc 
287 TRUMP GOLF ACQUISITIONS LLC 
Qwned by: 36 Qwinarshin 
100 
288 TRUMP GOLF COCO BEACH LEG "(4) 
Owned by : 96 Ownershis 
i 
98 


289 TRUMP GOLF COCO BEACH MEMBER CORP YA} 


Owned by? 36 Ownership 
100 
Has ownership interest int Entity Name 


TRUMP GOLF COCO BEACH LEC 


290 TRUMP GOLF MANAGEMENT LLC 2) 


Dwned by: 36 Ownership 
100 
291 TRUMP HOME MARKS LLC 
Owned by: 36 Ownerchiss 
4 
99 
222. TRUMP HOME MARKS MEMBER CORP 'f1) 
Owned by : A Chamership 
100 
Has ownership interastin: Entity Name 


TRUMP HOME MARKS LEC 


253 TRUMP ICE INC *(3) 
Owned by: % Ownership. 
ien 


294 TRUMP ICE LLC 


aned by: 


CONFIDENTIAL 


Delaware 

Mew York 

New York 

Rame 

TRUMP FERRY POINT MEMBER CORP 


DIT Holdings LLC 


= Donald £ Trump Revarable Trust 


Tithe 
Managing Member 


Ownership 
1,000& 


TRUMP FLORIDA MANAGER CORP 
DIT HOLDINGS LLC 

ame 
DIT Holdings Managing Member LLC. 


Tits 
Member 


1.00% 


Rame 
DIT Holdings LLC 


TRUMP GOLF COLO BEACH MEMBER 
ORP 
DJT Holdings LLC 


Name 
PT Holdings Managing Member LLC 


Tithe 


in Tuis 
Managing Member 


Name 


DET Holdings LLC 


Noms 

TRUMP HOME MARKS MEMBER 
CORP 

DTTM OPERATIONS LLC 


DTTM Operations Managing 
Member Carp 

Ownershfn 

190% 


Title 
Maneging Member 


Name 
DIT Holdings L.C 


Name 


Page Rumber = ge 


Role 


Managing Member 


Member 


Role 
Shareholder 


Role 
Mamber 


Member 


Role 
Sharehelder 


Role 
Member 


Member 


Role 
Shareholder 


Role 


Member 
Role 
Managing Member 


Member 


Shareholder 


Role 
Shareholder 


DANY_520655 


THIEL fonat 220o Thforch 200143 


Tücrs Name 


Reference H S 
399 DIT Holdings LLC 
298 TRUMP INTERNATIONAL DEVEL OPMENT LEC v8 
Owned hy : 35 Owner Namie 
i TRUMP INTERNATIONAL 
DEVELOPMENT MEMBER CORP 
33 DIT Holdings MC 


236 TRUMP INTERNA TIONAL DEVEL OPMENT MEMBER CORP 3) 


Owned by ; $$ Bwuershis 
309 
Has ownership interest in z Entity Some 


TRUMP INTERNATIONAL 
DEVELOPMENT LLC 


387 TRUMP INTERNATIONAL GOLF LINKS - SCOTLAND 


Dwned by: % Ownsrshfo 


25 B 


i 
308 Trume international Golf Club. ing, TU 


Ones eps X Gernershig 
ane 
iiss ownershin Intersstin : Entity Name 
TRUMP INTERNATIONAL GOLF 
CLUB - FLORIDA 
299 TRUMEP INTERNA TIONAL GOLF CLUB + FLORIDA 
Owned pys 3 Owaershis 
foi 
99.938 
300 TRUMP INTERNATIONAL HOTEL HAWAN LES 
Shamed by: $5 Dwnership 
i 
E: 
301 TRUMP INTERNATIONAL HOTELS MANAGEMENT LLC 
Assumed Names: Bia 
“TRUMP HOTEL COLLECTION 
TRUMP HOTEL COLLECTION 
Owned by £ X Ownership 
Bi 
83.3 
Has ownership interest io t Entity Name 


THC CHINA DEVELOPMENT LEK 


THC IAEA DEVELOPMENT LES 


363 Trump Korea LLO IR 


Owned by: 36 Bussie 
42 
E 
304 TRUMP KOREAN PROJECTS LLC "(3 
Owned by x 


Has ownership interast in: 


ads TRUMP LAS OLAS LEE 73} 


Owned byt 


Entity Name 


‘Trump Koren abc 


3 Guinershio 
4 


33 
206 TRUMP LAS GLAS MEMBER CORP 43} 


CONFIDENTIAL 


fame 
RIT Holdings Managing Member LLC 


208% 


Name 
BIT HOLDINGS MANAGING MEMBER 
uc 

"UMP SCOTLAND MEMBER INC 


Neme 
DIT HOLDINGS MANAGING MEMBER 
uc 


Name 
Trump international Goff Club, tac. 


The Donald J. Trump Revarakla Trust 


ame 
HHH MEMBER CORF 


TRH MEMBER LLG 


lurisdiction 
Hawait 
Raw York 


DIT Holdings LO 
Ownership 
180,006 
400.0095 


Name 

DAEWOO AMERICA DEVELOPMENT 
EW YORK) CORP 

TRUMP KOREAN PROJECTS LEC 


Bame 
BET Holdings LC 


Swrershin 
558.0098 


Name 
TRUMP LAS CLAS MEMBER CORP 


WY Holdings LLE 


Managing Member 


Member 


ithe: 
Member 


fole 
Managing Maraker 


Member 


Role 
Shareholder 


Shareholder 


Role 


Moritur 


Member 


Role 
Managing Member 


Marker 


Bole 
Sianseing Member 


Member 


Marber 


Membar 


Rots 


bermbar 


Managing Member 


Member 


DANY_520656 


Reference ff | 


Dwned by: S Ownership 
Bod 
Has awnership interest n : Entity Name 
TRUMP LAS OLAS LLC 


39 TRUMP LAS VEGAS CORP "(1 


Owned by: 


Has cwnership interest in: 


TRUMP LAS VEGAS MANAGING 


MEMBER LLC 
TRUMP LAS VEGAS MEMBER LLC 


308 TRUMP LAS VEGAS DEVEL OPMENT ELE 


Dwnad by: 3 Qworrshis 
200 
303 TRUME LAS VEGAS MANAGING MEMBER LLC 44} 
Gened by : X Qunershio 
$ 
84 
Has ownership Interest tr : Entity Name 
TRUMP RUFFIN LLC 


310 TRUMP LAS VEGAS MEMBER LEC ^ft) 


Owned by Se Gemershin 
€ 
$4 
Hes ownership inbsrest in : Entity Mame 
TRUMP RUFRIN LLC 
333 Tume Las Venas Safes & Marketing, int, 
Xtwond by : $6 Qamershin 
40D, 
312 TRUMP LAUDERDALE DEVELOPMENT LUE *3} 
Owned by : SX Benershin 
1D 


513 TRUMP LAUDERDALE DEVELOPMENT NO ZLEC "(4i 


Owned by: % Qumerzhig 
380 
314 TRUMP MARKETING LLC Yd} 
dined by : H Qwnarshig 
i80 
315 TRUMP MARKS ASIA CORP SIT 
Owned bys BOwnesshig 


ico 


Has ownership interest in : 


515 TRUMP MARKS ASIA LEC 


Qwned by: % Osmershlg 


4 


55 


312 TRUMP MARKS ATLANTA LLU ^) 


Üwned by : 36 Osersexketm 


EI 


ae TRUMP MARKS ATLANTA MEMBER CORP *(3) 


CONFIDENTIAL 


Ma 
BIT Hollings Managing Marmber LUC. 


Qumershin 
1008 


iic 


EZwnershin 
6.00% 


580% 


Rame 
EHT HOLDINGS LAG 


DINGS LLC 


fwaershig 
1.00% 


TRUMP LAS VEGAS CORP 
Djf HOLDINGS LEC 


Dvinersht 


49.0096 


Name 
DIT Holdings Managing Member LUC. 


Name 


Dif Holdings LE 


Rama 
BIT Hadings US 


Namız 
DIT Holdings LLC 


Name 
DIT Holdings Mansgiog Member LEC 


Rams 
TRUMP MARKS ASIA CORP 


DIT HOLDINGS LES 


MP MARKS STCAMTA MEMBER 
TURP 
DTTM OPERATIONS LLC 


LDINGS MANAGING MEMBER 


Fels 
Managing Member 


ging Memt 


Managing Member 


Titie 
Managing Member 


Member 


Managing Member 


Shareholder 


sreholder 


Rola 
Mamber 
Managing Member 


Roig 
Shaceholdae 


Bots 
Member 


Role 
Member 


Rote 
Managing Member 


Member 


& 
Mansging Member 


Mernber 


DANY 520657 


DOE Form Uke (Merk 20143 
instructions for Part 2 
Nuss: Thie be a milis Teen. Zia not tesise 


fisference t 
Owned by > % Ownership Name Role 
100 OTTM Operations Managing Shareholder 
Member Corp 
Has ownership interest in t Entity Rame Ownership Te 
TRUMP MARKS ATLANTA LLC 1,00% Managing Member 


521 TRUMP MARKS BATUMI LET "C31 


Owned bys S6 Ownership Name Rote 
i TRUMP MARKS BATUMI MANAGING Managing Member 
MEMBER CORP 
99 BTTM OPERATIONS LEC Member 
322 TRUMP MARKS BATUMI MANAGING MEMBER CORFY3) 
Owasd by: AGunership Name Bole 
100 DTTM Operations: Managing Shareholder 
Member Corp 
Has ownership interest in: Entity Name Dwnership Title 
TRUMP MARKS BATIR LIS 1.09% Managing Member 


325 TRUMP MARKS CANQUAN CORP *(3) 


Owned by: MOunershle Name Role 
iib OTEM Operations Managing Shareholder 
Mernber Corp 
Has ownership Interest in : Entity Name Oweershin Tite 
TRUMP MARKS CANOUAN ELC 1.8005 Managing Member 


326 TRUMP MARKS CANQUAN LEC Ya) 


Oued by t 2 Ownershin ame Role 
M TRUMP MARKS CANQUAN CORP Managing Member 
99 DTTM OPERATIONS LLC Member 
227 TRUMP MARKS CHICAGO LLG *(3) 
Gwined hy : 26 Ownershls Name Role 
i TRUMP MARES CHICAGO MEMBER Managing Member 
COR? 
58 DTTM OPERATIONS LLC Marmber 
328 TRUMP MARKS CHICAGO MEMBER CORP *(31 
Owned by : BOwnershis Name Bale 
200 DTTM Operations Managing Shareholder 
Namber Corp 
Has ownership Interest in: Entity Name Ownership Tite 
TRUMP MARKS CHICAGO LLC 1,000 Managing Member 
323 TRUMP MARKS DUBAI CORP Y3 
Owned by: A Ownership Name Hole 
ien DTTM Operations Managing Shareholder 
Member Carp 
Has ownership interest irs z Entity Name Ownership qute 
TRUMP MARKS DUBAI ELC 1.0096 Managing Member 
330 TRUMP MARKS DUBAI LLC 3} 
Owned by : Ownership, Name Role 
i TRUMP MARKS GUBA CORP Managing Member 
38 DTTM OPERATHONS LLC Mernber 
331 TRUMP MARKS EGYPT CORP (3) 
Owned by.: % Ownership Name Bole 
ipo DTTM Operations Managing Shareholder 
Member Corp 
Has ownership interest inf Entity Name Ownership Title 
TRUMP MARKS EGYPT LEC 1.0036 Managing Member 


332 TRUMF MARKS EGYPT LLG 93) 


CONFIDENTIAL DANY_520658 


OGE Fern 222645 forch 2013) 
instructions for Part 2 
Hire: Tits is a pubis $ 


Referenca # 


ringe, sterkt Schlragsas, W m 


[Fago Hamkor o | PN AR sd 


y 


Owned by: 


2 Ownereltto 


a 


99 
335 TRUMP MARKS FINE FOODS LLC 


Owned bys 36 Ownership 
1 
E 
334 TRUMP MARKS FINE FOODS MEMBER CORP «111 
Pwned by: % Ownership 
100 
Has ownership fiterest in: Entity Name. 


TRUMP MARKS FINE FOODS LEC 


335 TRUMP MARKS FT LAUDERDALE LLC (A) 


Owned by: A Ownership 
i 
99 
336 TRUMP MARKS FT LAUDERDALE MEMBER CORP Ia 
ured by > 26 Ownershin 
300 
Has ownership interest in: Entity Name 
“TRUMP MARKS.FT LAUDERDALE 
fic 
337 TRUMP MARKS GP CORP Y3) 
Owned by? BOwoershin 
ino 
Has ownership interest nz Entity Name 
TRUMP MARKS HOLDINGS LP 
222 TRUMP MARKS HOLDINGS LP *(4) 
Owned by : 2& Ownenshin. 
i 
33 
Has awnership interext in : Entity Rama 
TRUMP MARKS ILO 


339 TRUMP MARKS HOLLYWOOD CORP 43) 


Owned by : 2& Ownershim 
109 
Has ownership interest in: Entity Name 


TRUMP MARKS HOLLIWOOD.LLC 


340 TRUMP MARKS HOLLYWOOD LLC 3} 


Owned by : 36 Ownership 


4 


98 
221 TRUMP MARKS ISTANBUL I CORP "(1) 


Owned bys 


Has ownership Interest in z Entity Name 


TRUMP MARKS EINSTANBUL H LLC 


342 TRUMP MARKS ISTANBUL ULEC 


Owned by: 2S Ownershig 


CONFIDENTIAL 


Name 
TRUMP MARKS EGYPT CORE 


DTIM OPERATIONS LLC 


Name 

TRUMP MARKS FINE FOODS 
MEMBER CORP 

DTTM OPERATIONS LEC 


Name 

DTTM Operations Managing 
Member Corp 

Swnership 

LOOK 


Name 

TRUMP MARKS FT LAUDERDALE 
MEMBER CORP 

OTTM OPERATIONS LLC 


Name 
DTTM Operations Managing 
Member Corp 


LOK 


Name 
DTTM Operations Managing 
Member Corp 


Qunersiip 


1.00% 


DTIM Operations LLC 


Oumerskip 
100.0096 


Nara 
DIM Operations Managing 
Member Corp 


Name 
TRUMP MARKS HOLLYWOOD CORP 


OTTM OPERATIONS LLC 


DTTM Operations Managing 
Member Corp 


Dvenership 
1,0036 


Tie 
Managing Member 


Managing Member 


Title 


Partner 


Title 


Member 


Managing Mamber 


Titla 
Managing Member 


Role 
Managing Member 


Mermbar 
Managing Marker 
Member 


Role 
Shareholder 


Managing Member 


Member 


Role 
Shareholder 


Rule 
Shareholder 


Role 
Partner 
Partner 


Bole 
Shareholder 


Rais 
Managing Member 


Member 


Shareholder 


Role 


DANY_520659 


OG For 2788 (EACH 


instruct! 


ons for Part 2 


Page Nanibor 
acide rn ee ee A ENEA ae NON uin = ti 
1 TRUMP MARKS ISTANBUL II CORP Managing Member 
98 DYTM OPERATIONS LLC Member 


343 TRUMP MARKS JERSEY CITY CORP Ya) 


Dwned by: Sé Ownership Name Rote 
166 DTIM Operations Managing Shareholder 
Member Corp 
Has ownership interest In: Entity Name Ownership Title 
TRUMP MARKS JERSEY CITY LLC.— 00x Managing Mambar 


344 TRUMP MARKS JERSEY CITY LLC YQ 


Owned by: % Ownership Name Role 
i TRUMP MARKS JERSEY CITY CORF Managing Member 
28 DTTM OPERATIONS LLC Mernber 

355 TRUMP MARKS LAS VEGAS CORP (3) 

Owned by: 36 Ownershin Name Role 

i00 DTIM Operations Managing Shareholder 
Member Corp 

Has ownership interest in: Entity Name Ownership Titfe 

TRUMP MARKS LAS VEGAS LEC 1.00% Managing Member 


346 TRUMP MARKS LAS VEGAS LLC 43} 


Owned by : S Ownership Name Role 
i TRUMP MARKS LAG VEGAS CORP Managing Member 
E DTTM OPERATIONS LLC Member 


347 TRUMP MARKS LLC 


Owned by : 36 Ownership Name Role 
2300 TRUMP MARKS HOLDINGS LF Member 


350 TRUMP MARKS MATTRESS LLG 


Owned by: SE Ownershlo Name Role 
1 TRUMP MARKS MATTRESS MEMBER Managing Member 
CORE 
53 DITM OPERATIONS LEC Member 


351 TRUMP MARKS MATTRESS MEMBER CORE’) 


Owned by : % Qusershis Name Rate. 
100 DTIM Qperatlons Managing Shareholder 
MemberCorp 
Has ownership interest in t Entity Nama Ownership Tithe 
TRUMP MARKS MATTRESS LEC 2.00% Managing Member 


352 TRUMP MARKS MENSWEAR LLC 


Owned by : 36 Ownership. Rane Rote 
i TRUMP MARKS MENSWEAR Managing Member: 
MEMBER CORP 
Er] DTIM OPERATIONS LEC Member 


353 TRUMP MARKS MENSWEAR MEMBER CORP) 


Owned bys Ss Ownership Name Role 
300 DITM Operations Managing. Shareholder 
Mamber Corp 
Has ownership interest in: Entity Narre Ownership Tithe 
TRUMP MARKS MENSWEAR LLC — 0075 Managing Member 


Owned by : 36 Ownership Name Role 
100 DTIM Operations Managing Shareholder 
MambearCorp 


Has ownership interest in: Owearship i 


CONFIDENTIAL DANY 520660 


IGS Fons 27s (hfonch 104) 


instructions for Part 2 
Mete: This fo ar publi foem. Do not (askata envoi nurhbers, stewed AYETA or farbe ime 


Reference t | 


TRUMP MARKS MTG RE 1.00% Managing Member 
355 TRUMP MARKS MTG LLC 13) 
Owned bys % Ownershig Name Role 
i TRUMP MARKS MORTGAGE CORP Managing Member 
22 DTTME OPERATIONS LLG Member 
ase TRUMP MARKS MUMBAILLE *(2) 
Owned by: % Ownership ame cle 
i TRUMP MARKS MUMBAI MEMBER Managing Member 
CORP 
S9 UTTM OPERATIONS LLC Member 
35? TRUMP MARKS MUMBAI MEMBER CORP LE) 
Owed by: Se D wnershiD Name Role 
ion QTTM Operations Managing Shareholder 
Member Corp 


Has owneseship Interest tn Entity Name 


TRUMP MARKS MUMBALLLC 


Title 
Managing Member 


358 TRUMP MARKS NEW ROCHELLE CORP "(1 


Owned by: 2 Ownership Name Role 
100 OTTM Operations Managing Shareholder 
Member Corp 
Has ownership interest In : Entity tame Ownershig Title 
TRUMP MARKS NEW ROCHELLE 1.00% Managing Member 
fc 


353 TRUMP MARKS NEW ROCHELLE LLG 


Owned byr Ownership Name Role 
4 TRUMP MARKS NEW ROCHELLE CORP Managing Member 
83 DTTM OPERATIONS LLC! Meniber 


260 TRUMP MARKS PALM BEACH CORP "(3 


Owned by: 3€ Ownership Name Role 
100 DTFM Operations Managing Shareholder 
Mersker Corp 
Has ownership Interest in : Entity Name Qwnarshin Tithe 
TRUMP MARKS PALM BEACH LLC 1,0096. Managing Member 


361 TRUMP MARKS PALM BEACH LLC *(3) 


Owned by: Se Qwnerstüg. Name fole 
i TRUMP MARKS PALM BEACH CORP Managing Member 
E DTTM OPERATIONS LLC Member 

862 TRUMP MARKS PANAMA CORP T1) 

Owned by 26 Ownership Name Role 

20 DITM Onaretions Mansging Shareholder 
Member Corp. 

Has ownerstiip interest in: Entity Name Ownership Title 

TRUMP MARKS PANAMA LLC LOOK. Managing Member 


563: TRUMP MASKS PANAMA ELC 


Üemed by : 28 Ownership Mame Role 
1 TRUMP MARKS PANAMA CORP Managing Member 
98 DTTM OPERATIONS LLC Member 

364 TRUMP MARKS PHILADELPHIA CORP 73} 

Owned by $6 Owners Name Role 
100 The Donald 3. Trump Revocable Trust Shareholder 

Has ownership interest in: Entity Nama Cwnershig iile 
TRUMP MARKS PHILADELPHIA LLC 1.00% Managing Member 


CONFIDENTIAL DANY_520661 


Reference # 


GE Fra Z2te (ifo 2005) 
Instructions fer Part 2 
This ie iind ace 


368 TRUMP MARKS PHILADELPHIA LEC TI 


Owned by: Ownership 


99 


266 TRUMP MARKS PHILIPPINES CORP *(1) 


Owuüed by: 2e tywnership 
100 
Has ownership interast In : Entity Name 


TRUMP MARKS PHILIPPINES LEC 


367 TRUMP MARKS PHILIPPINES LEC 


Owned by; 26 Ownership 


99 
368 TRUMP MARKS PRODUCTS LEC */4] 


wnes fy : % Gwrershin 


i 


as 


Owned by: 16 Ownership 
inn 
Has ownership Interest in 1 Entity Name 


TRUMP MARKS PRODUCTS LLC 


870 TRUMP MARKS PUERTO RICO ILLO YS) 


Ühuned by: 26 Ownership. 
i 
$a 
371 TRUMP MARKS PUERTO RICO I MEMBER CORP *(3) 
Owned hy : 36 Ownership. 
inn 
Has owüsrship interest In : Entity Nama 


TRUMP MARKS PUERTO BICO | 


Hc 
374 TRUMP MARKS PUNTA DEL ESTELLE 


Qwned by : 56 Qwaershin 
4 
29 
275 TRUMP MARKS PUNTA DEL ESTE MANAGER CORP *(1! 
Owüed by? 36 Ownership. 
i80 
Has ownership interest Irt Entity Name 


TRUMP MARKS PUNTA DEL ESTE 


ác 


376 TRUMP MARKS REAL ESTATE LEG *f5) 


Owned by: 26 Ownership. 


E 


377 TRUMP MARKS SOHO LICENSE CORP HA) 


Owned by: % Ownership 
i90 
Has ownership interest in: Entity Name 


TRUMP MARKS SOHO LLC 


CONFIDENTIAL 


TRUMP MARKS PHILADELPHIA CORP 


The Donald 3, Trump Revocable Trust. 


DTTM Operations Managing 


Managing Member 


TRUMP MARKS PHILIPPINES CORP 


DTTM OPERATIONS LLC 


TRUMP MARKS PRODUCTS MEMBER 


OTIM OPERATIONS LLC 


DTTM Operations Managing 


Managing Member 


TRUMP MARKS PUERTO RICO I 


DTT OPERATIONS LLC 


DTTM Operations Managing 


Managing Member 


TRUMP MARKS PUNTA DEL ESTE 
MANAGER CORP 
DTTM OPERATIONS LLC 


BTTM Operations Managing 


Managing Member 


THETRUMP MARKS REAL ESTATE 


DTTM OPERATIONS LLC 


DTTM Operations Managing 


Managing Member 


Member 


Shareholder 


Role 
Managing Member 


Member 

Role 

Managing Member 
Member 


Role 
Shareholder 


Role 
Managing Member 


Member 


Role 
Shareholder 


Role 
Managing Member 


Member 


Sharehoider 


Role 
Member 


Member 


fole 


Shareholder 


DANY_520662 


Referente # 


OGE Fons 271: (Mois 2014) 
instructions for Part 2 
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Picos Name 


378 TRUMP MARKE SOHO LEC $4) 


Owned by : MOwnership 
i 
99 
379 TRUMP MARKS STABIFORD CORP "(1) 
Owned by: 36 Ownexshin 
i00 


Has awmershiip interestin t Entity Nama 
TRUMP MARKS STAMFORD LLC 


30 TRUMP MARKS STAMFORD ELLE 


Owned by : Si Ownership 
99 
1 
381 TRUMP MARKS SUNNY ISLES HAIE 


Owned by : % Ownership 


4 


55 
382 TRUMP MARKS SUNNY ISLES ! MEMBER CORP (1) 


Owned by ` % Ownership 
i00 
Has ownership interest fn x Entity Name 


ses, or TR my seiko 


Name 


TRUMP MARKS SOHO LICENSE CORP 


DTIM OPERATIONS LLC 


Name 
BTTM Operations: Managing 
Member Corp 

Ovnershi 


Name 
DTTM_ OPERATIONS LLC 
TRUMP MARKS STAMFORD CORP 


Name 

TRUMP MARKS SUNNY ISLES Í 
MEMBER CORP 

DTM OPERATIONS LLT 


DTM. Operations Managing 
Member Corp 
Ovinershin 


TRUMP MARKS SUNNY ISLES ELLC 1.0095 


283. TRUMP MARKS SUNNY ISLES Y EE C Ya} 


Owned by : % Ownership 
a 
55 
384 TRUMP MARKS SUNNY ISLES II MEMBER CORP *(4) 
Owned by: % Ownership 
100 
Has ownership interest ini Entíty Nama 


Name 

TRUMP MARKS SUNNY ISLES H 
MEMBER CORP 

OTTM OPERATIONS LLC 


Name 

DTTM Operations Managing 
Membar Corp 

Swnership 


TRUMP MARKS SUNNY ISLES JELLE 1.0026 


385 TRUMP MARKS TAMPA CORP (3) 


Owned hy: $6 Ownership 
160 
Has ownership Interest in: Entity Name 
TRUMP MARKS TAMPA LLC 
386 TRUMP MARKS TAMPA LEO ND 
Owned by t 3E Ownership 
i 
sg 
387 TRUMP MARKS TORONTO CORP "(3l 
Owned by : Ownership 
ino 
Has ownership interest in t Entity Name 


TRUMP MARKS TORONTO LLC 


388 TRUMP MARKS TORONTO LLC *(3] 


Owned by: Z& Ownership 
i 
95 
389 TRUMP MARKS TORONTO LP A) 


Owned by 26 Qwnzrship 
1 


99 


CONFIDENTIAL 


DUM Operations Managing 
Mersber Corp 


Name 
TRUMP MARKS TAMPA CORP 
DTTM OPERATIONS LLC 


DITM Operations Managing 
Member Corp 


Ownership 
1.000 


Name 
TRUMP MARKS TORONTO CORP 
DTIM OPERATIONS LLC 


Name 
TRUMP TORONTO MEMBER CORP 


DTIM Operations LLC 


Title 
Member 


Tithe 
Menibar 


Title 


Member 


Tile 
Member 


Title 
Member 


situctions fer resula inf 


Role. 
Member 


Member 


Role 
Shareholder 


Role 
Meraber 
Member 


Role 
Member 
Member 


fole 
Shareholder 


Role 
Marriber 


Member 


Role 
Shareholder 


Shareholder 


Member 
Member 


Bole 
Shareholder 


Member 
Member 


DANY_520663 


OGE Fung Se (hisce 21407 
instructions for Part 2 
H isie obe 


Reference | 


Ovned by : 25 Owngrshlir Mame Role 

200 Tha Donald}, Trump Reyocabfa Trost. Shareholder 
Has ownership interest in? Entity Rama Owoershig Title 

TRUMP MARKS WAIKHG LEC 200% Managing Member 


391 TRUMP MARKS WAIKIKILLC 


Owned hy : 26 Ownsezhip. Name Role 
1 TRUMP. MARKS WAIKIKI CORP Managing Member 
ss The Donald J. Trump Revocable Trust Member 


392 TRUMP MARKS WESTCHESTER CORP "(4j 


Owned by: % Üwnershin Name Role 
200 ITTM Operations Managing Shareholder 
MembarCorp 
Has ownership interest in: Entity Name Ownership Title 
TRUMP MARKS WESTCHESTER LLC 1.0096 Managing Member 


293 TRUMP MARKS WESTCHESTER LLCO a) 


Owned by: 36 Ovinershin Name Role 
ES TRUMP MARKS WESTCHESTER CORP Managing Member 
59 DITA OPERATIONS LLC Member 
304 TRUMP MARKS WHITE PLAINS CORP Y4} 
Owned by > 36 Derershin Name Role 
400 DTTM Operations Managing Shareholder 
Member Corp 
Has ownership interest fn 5 Entity Name Qwnesshin Tide 
TRAMP MARKS WHITE PLAINS LEC 2.0086 Managing Member 
395 TRUMP MARRS WHITE PLAINS LLC A) 
Guned byt Bownershin Name Role 
i TRUMP MARKS WHITE PLAINS CORP Managing Member 
99 DTIM OPERATIONS LLC Member 


390 TRUMP MIAMI RESORT MANAGEMENT LLG 


Owned by : % Ownership Name Boje 
1 TRUMP MIAMI RESORT Managing Member 
MANAGEMENT MEMBER CORP. 
98. DIT Holdings LLC Member 


Ovne bys % Ownershin Kame Role 
E DIT Holdings Managing Member LLE Shareholder 
Has ownership interest in 2 Entity Name Qwnership Title 
TRUMP MIAMI RESCAT 1.0056 Managing Member 
MANAGEMENT ELC 


Assumed Names : BARA Jurisdiction 
TRUMP MODELS Now York 

Qwned by: 56 Ownership Name Bale 
15 Annie Valtri Member 
28 TMG Member, LLG Member 


Owned by: 36 Ownership Name Bole 
i TRUMP NATIONAL GOLF CLUB COLTS Marmging Member 
NECK MEMBER CORP 
89 DIT HOLDINGS LLC Member 
400 TRUMP NATIONAL GOLF CLUB COLTS NECK MEMBER CORP’) 
Owned by: Ownership. Rams Role 


CONFIDENTIAL DANY 520664 


Reference t 


QGE Fema 278 (Noch 2044} 
Instructions far Part 2 


Nom This Bea gus it EAE imkers, ureetaubdresses, ur fond 


rpersbur pete. Biss instenaltere fur eignet 


Ip aps Number | 


i108 
Has ownership Interest in: Entity Name 
TRUMP NATIONAL GOLF CLUB - 
CULTS NECK 
201 TRUMP NATIONAL GOLF CLUB - WESTCHESTER 
Ganed by : A Ownership 
ds 
39 
802 TRUMP NATIONAL GOLF CLUB MEMBER CORP) 
Owned bys 36 Gvinership 
300 
Has ownership interest in Entity Name 
TRUMP NATIONAL GOLF CLUB - 
WESTCHESTER 
402 TRUMP NATIONAL GOLF CLUB - WASHINGTON Dic 
Owned by : 36 Ownership 
1 
96 


DIT HOLDINGS MANAGING MEMBER 
ue 

Dwnership 

1.00% 


TRUMP NATIONAL GOLF CLUB 
MEMBER CORF 
BIT HOLDINGS LEC 


Name 
DIT HOLDINGS MANAGING MEMBER 
uc 


1.00% 


Name 

TRUMP NATIONAL GOLF CLUB 
WASHINGTON DC MEMBER CORP. 
DIT HOLDINGS LLE 


404 TRUMP NATIONAL GOLE CLUB WASHINGTON DC MEMBER CORP "(1) 


Owned by : 5 Ownership 
yo 
Has ownership interest in: Entity Name 


TRUMP NATIONAL GOLF CLUB - 
WASHINGTON DC 


405 Trump New World Property Management, LLO 49) 


Ownad by: SE Dunership 
5 


E 
408 TRUMP OLD POST OFFICE LLC 


Owned bys 26 Ownership 
H 


36.725 
23.275 
409 TRUMP OLD POST OFFICE MEMBER CORP TI 


Ownsd by: % Ownershig 
TES 


22.5 
Has ownership Interest fa i Entity Name 
TRUMP OLD POST OFFÍCELLC 


411 TRUMP ORGANIZATION LLC "(3) 


Assumed Mamas : DBA 
The Trump Organization 
Owned byt BOwnershig 
3180 
412 TRUMP PAGEANTS, INC. *(1) 
Owned by : ge Ownership 
300 
Has ownership interestin i Entity: 


Miss Unlverse LP, REP 
413 Miss Universe i Pa LLLP 


Owned by : 36 Ovenershin 
2 
98 
414 TRUMP PAL ACE/PARC LLG 


CONFIDENTIAL 


Name 

DIT HOLDINGS MANAGING MEMBER 
uc 

Ownership 

1,005 


Ramz 

New World Property Managerment 
Limited 

TRUMP RIVERSIDE MANAGEMENT 
uc 


Name 

TRUMP OLD POST OFFICE MEMBER 
CORF 

DIT HOLDINGS LLC 

Trump Family Members 


Name 

DIT HOLDINGS MANAGING MEMBER 
Lhe 

Trump Family Members 


Dwnershüs 
1.0026 


Jurisdiction 
NewYork 

Name 

BIT Holdings UC 


Nama 
DIT Holdings Managing Member LEC 


Mame 
TRUMP PAGEANTS, INC. 
UST Holdings LLC 


Mansging Member 


Managing Member 


Managing Member 


Title 
Managing Meriter 


Shareholder 


Role 
Managing Member 


Managing Mamber 


Rale 
Shareholder 


Managing Member 


Member 


Role 
Shareholder 


Role 
Managing Member 


Managing Member 


Role 
Managing Member 


Member 
Member 


Role 
Shareholder 


Role 
Meriber. 


Bale 
Shareholder 


Role 
Partner 
Partner 


DANY_520665 


CHR oos 23 Deh WIN 


Instructions ter Part 2 


B E , Mise askdrentad, ae ders! 


Reference # | 


Dwned by 4 Owrershio Name Rote 
31 FIRST MEMBER INC Managing Member 
$99 Tha Donald 4. Trump Kevcealita Trust. Member 
418 TRUMP PANAMA CONDOMINIUM MANAGEMENT LEO 963] 
Owaad by: X Qunershio Nema Bala 
i TRUMP PANAMA CONDDNINIUM Managing Member 
MEMBER CORP 
E DIT Holdings LLC Membar 
416 TRUMP PANAMA CONDONINIUM MEMBER CORP *(3) 
ÜDvined by : S6 Ownership Name fole 
100 DIT Holdings Managing Member LE Shareholder 
Has gwnership interest fn ı Entity Rome Qwaarshio Tide 
TRUMP PANAMA CONDOMINIUM LOCH Managing Member 
MANAGEMENT LUC 
437 TRUMP PANAMA HOTEL MANAGEMENT LEC 
fhaned by? patur Name Sole 
i TRUMP PANAMA HOTEL Moneging Member 
MANAGEMENT MEMBER CORP 
59 DIT Holdings LLC Member 
413 TRUNP PANAMA HOTEL MANSGEMENT MEMBER CORP TE 
Owned bys Name Role 
TUT Holdings Mensging Member LLC Sharstiotisr 
Has ownership interest ins Entity ame Dwnershin Title 
TRUMP PANAMA HOTEL 1009 Managing Member 
MANAGEMENT LC 
419 TRUMP PARK AVENUE ACQUISITION LES H 
Owned by: ENIM Name Role 
308 The Bonaid J. Trump Revocable Trust Member 
Has ownership interest in ı Entity Rasen Gsynership Title 
TROMPE PARK AVENUE LLE ARSCH Mamber 
Am TRUMP PARK AVENUE LLC 
Owned bys 3$ Gumershilp Nama Balg 
i GEPT Belmonice LLC Member 
43.9 TRUMP PARK AVENE ACQUISITION Mombert 
uc 
ES TRUMP DELNIGNICO LEC Managing Member 
423 TRUMP PAYROLL CHICAGO LLC *(2] 
Daned by: S Ownershi Name Sale 
150 401. North Wabash Vanture NT Mansging Mamber 
422 TRUMP PAYROLL CORP Ya} 
Owned by: 25 Cwnershio Same Role 
piti DIT Holdings Managing Member LE Sharehokier 
423 TRUMP PHOEND DEVELOPMENT LLO "(3] 
Owned by : % Ovenarehim Name Role 
i00 DIT Holdings LUC. Shareholder 
424 TRUMP PLAZA LLU 
Owned by : H Ownership Nanie Role 
i TRUMP PLAZA MEMBER HINC. Managing Member 
E-] The Ranald 1. Trump Ravocakia Trust Mernber 
AO TRUMP PLAZA MEMBER INC 44) 
Haned by : Bwnership Name Role 


CONFIDENTIAL 


Tha Donalds, Trump Revocable Trust 


Shareholder 


DANY 520666 


GE Fina Ne Bch 2014) 
Instructions for Part 2 


Reference & 
Has ownership interest In t 


425 TRUMP PRODUCTIONS LLC 


Qwned by : 


227 TRUMP PRODUCTIONS MANAGING MEMBER INC. {7} 


Owned bys 


Has ownership interest in c 


TRUMP PLAZA LLC 


356 Qwnership 
4 


E 


Entity Name 
TRUMP PRODUCTIONS LLC 


A39 TRUMP REALTY SERVICES LLC "(8) 


Owaed hy : 


430 Trump Restaurants LLC 


Owned bys 


380 


26 Ownershig 
i190 


4n TRUMP RIVERSIDE MANAGEMENT LLC Y3} 


Owned by: 


Has ownership interest.in : 


% Ownership 
100 


Entity Name 
Trump New Wadd Property 
Management, LLC 


Ownership 
1,0096 


Managing Member 


ame 
TRUMP PRODUCTIONS MANAGING 
MEMBER INC, 
DIT Holdings LLC 


BIT Holdings Managing Member LIC. 


Ownershi 
LOOK 


Tüte 
Managing Member 


BIT Holdings LLC 


Name 
[JT Holdings LLC- 


Name 
DST Holdings ULC. 

Bu 

Managing Member 


Role 
Managing Member 


Member 


Role 
Shareholder 


Role 
Member 


Rols 
Member 


Shareholder 


432 TRUMP RUFFIN COMMERCIAL LLC "Tassets & income already disclosed on Part 2 under TRUMP. RUFFIN TOWER I LLC: operator of front 


desk) 
Dwned by: 


433 TRUMP RUFFIN LLC *(1) 


Damned by : 


Has ownership interest ín i 


424 TRUMP RUFFIN TOWER ILLE 


Owned by : 


Has ownership interest in 


Se Ownership 
100 


MOwnership 
4 


43 
E 


TRUMP RUFFIN TOWER f ELO 


26 Ownersbin 
ion 


Entity Name 


TRUMP RUFFIN COMMERCIAL LLC 


435. TRUMP SALES & LEASING CHICAGO LLC YB} 


Owned by : 


99 
436 TRUMP SALES & LEASING CHICAGO MEMBER CORP *(1) 


Owned by : 


Has ownership interestin : 


36 Ownersfis: 
i 


TRUMP SALES & LEASING 
CHICAGO LLC 


437 TRUMF SCOTLAND MEMBER INC. "(11 


Owned by : 


Has oswnarship Interest in: 


CONFIDENTIAL 


26 Ownershin 
Wo 


Entity Name 


TRUMP RUFFIN TOWER | LEC 


Name 

TRUMP LAS VEGAS MANAGING 
MEMBER LEC 

TRUMF LAS VEGAS MEMBER LLC 
Hyde Park, LEC 

Swmershin 

100.0036 


Title 
Managing Member 


Name 
TRUMP RUFFIN LLC 


Ownership 


100.0096 WMarisging Member 


TRUMP SALES & LEASING CHICAGO 
MEMBERCORP 
DIT Holdings LLC 


PIT Holdings Managing Member LLC 


Dwnershio Tbe 
1,005 Member 
Name 

DIT Holdings Managing Member LLC. 
Qwnershie Tile 


Role 
Managing Membar 


Role 
Managing Member 


Member 
Member 


Managing Member 


Role 
Member 


Member 


Role 
Shareholder 


Rote 
Shareholder 


DANY_520667 


UK Craw Pike thot Ra 
Instractions for Part 2 
s i die d 


Reference t į 


TRUMP INTERNATIONAL GOLF 
UNES - SCORTLAND 


438 TRUMP SCOTSBORDUGH SQUARE LLT 


Huned By : 


253 TRUMP $i 


Daner by : 


Has ownership interest in: 


%ösnerchln 
i 


Ra 


BOROUGH SQUARE MEMBER CORP ff. 


X wmerghis 
320 


TRUMP SCOTSBORDUGH SQUARE 
uc 


330 TRUMP SOHO MEMBER ELE Nf) 


Owned by t 


S Ownership 


n 
E 


AM TRUMP TORONTO DEVELOPMENT, IND. "(4 


Owned by + 


S Ownership 
406 


342 TRUMP TORONTO HOTEL MANAGEMENT CORP 


Dwned by > 


x Quwnership 
dea 


483 TRUMP TORONTO MEMBER CORP I} 


Shaned by: 


Has ownership Interest in > 


% Ownership 
386 


TRUMP MARKS TORONTO LE 


444 TRUMP TOWER COMMERCIAL ALT 


Owned bys 


Kümmern 
4 


99 


445 TRUMP TOWER MANAGING MEMBER INC. 


Üwned by: 


Has ownership interest in : 


7 Owaershin 
105 


Entity Nome 
TRUMP TOWER COMMERCIAL LLC. 


445 Trump Vilage Constructen Corp. 42} 


Seamed by: 


Has ownership interest in: 


% Ownership 
25 


Te 

Entity Name 

Starrett Civ Associates, LP. 
Spring Crack Plaza ELC 


447 TRUMP VINEYARD ESTATES LEC 


Dwuner by: 


Has ownership interest in: 


4 Ownership 
i 


g3 

Entity Nams 

TRUMP VINEYARD ESTATES LOT à 
WANER LEC 


448 TRUMP VINEYARD ESTATES LOT I QUNER LEC 


ened by: 


536 Ownership 
100 


489 TRUMP VINEYARD ESTATES MANAGER CORP "(1) 


CONFIDENTIAL 


eh gidtaseny, or 


ten Saers N 


105% 


Name 
TRUMP SCOTSBORQUGE SQUARE 
MEMBER CORP. 


DITHOLOINGS LLC 
Name 
DIT Holdings Managing Member LLC 


Om 
1.00% 


hin 


Name 
DIT Holdings LLC 


idingx Managing Member Lic 


DIT HOLDINGS MANAGING MEMBER 
ic 


Rama 

DITM Operations Managing 
Member Corp 

Berarshla 

iS 


Name 

TRUMP TOWER MANAGING 
MEMBER INT, 

The Trump-Equitsble Fifth Avenue 
Company 


Nama 
The Danald L Trump Revocable Trust 


Esel 
2,0095 


Rame 
The Danskt. Trump Revacable Trust 


Trump Family Members 
wnershlp. 

i846 

1.24% 


Rama. 

TRUMP VINEYARD ESTATES 
MANAGER CORP 

DIT HOLDINGS LLC 
Quwnership 


0.00% 


33321774 
TRUMP VINEYARD ESTATES LLC 


tember 


Tile 


Managing Member 


Managing Member 


Title 
Partner 
fdember 


Title 
Member 


Hole 
Managing Member 


Member 


Shareholder 


Rate 
Mernbar 


Role 
Sharaheddar 


Rate 
Managing Member 


Member 


Role 
Shareholder 


Baie 
Sharshofder 


Shareholder 


Role 
Sésrisgíng Member 


Marbes 


Roig 
Member 


DANY_520668 


OGF Forto 2732 Gluck 2043) 


instructions for Part 2 


EM: weg. family. ineribe t NTRS nforte: NE _ 
Page Number e 
Reference ff 
Owned by: 36 Ownership Name Role 
200 DIT Holdings Managing Member LLC Shareholder 
Has ownership interest in: Entity Name Ownarshiln. Tis 
TRUMP VINEYARD ESTATES LEC 1,0075 Managing Member 


450 TRUMP VIRGINIA ACQUISITIONS LEC 


Owned by + A Ownership Name Role 
2 TRUMP VIRGINIA ACQUISITIONS Managing Member 
MANAGER CORP 
95 DIT Holdings LLC Member 


454 TRUMP VIRGINIA ACOUISITIONS MANAGER CORP Y1) 


Owned by? 26 Ownership. Name Roles 

i00 DIT Holdings Managing Member. LLC Shareholder 
Has evmership interest in: Entity Name Oumershis Tithe 

TRUMP VIRGINIA ACGLHSITIONS — 1.0016. Managing Member 

uc 


Owned hy : 36 Ownership Name Role 

L TRUMP VIRGINIA LOT 5 MANSGER Managing Member 
CORP 
E] OUT HOLDINGS LLC Member 
453 TRUMP VIRGINIA LOT.S MANAGER CORP MU 

fwned by: 36 Qwnershin Name Rafe 
100 DIT Holdings Managing Member LLC Shareholder 

Has ownership interest in z Entity Name Ownership Title 
TRUMP VIRGINIA LOTS LEC 100% Managing Member 


454 TRUMP WINE MARKS LEGH) 


Dwned by > S6 Ownership Name Bole 
i TRUMP WINE MARKS MEMBER Managing Member 
CORP 
98 DUT HOLDINGS LLC Member 


Ohoned fiy : 38 Ownerstig Name Role 
ino. DTTM Operations Managing Shareholder 
Meraber Corp 
Ras ownership Interest In: Entity Name Bwnershts Tile 
TRUMP WINE MARKS LEG 1.9026 Managing Membar 


456 TRUMP WORLD PRODUCTIONS LLC (4) 


Owned hy : 26 Ownership. Name Rate 
i TRUMP WORLD PRODUCTIONS Managing Member 
MANAGER CORP 
98 DH HOLDINGS LLC Member 


457 TRUMP WORLD PRODUCTIONS MANAGER CORP (4) 


Owned by: 56 Qunershin Nama Role 

iod DIT Holdings Maneging Member Lic Shareholder 
Has ownership interest fn : Entity Name QOwnership Title 

TRUM? WORLD PRODUCTIONS 2.00% Managing Member 

uc 


458 TRUMP WORLD PUBLICATIONS LLC ^63) 


Ovmed by: 35 Qumership Name Bole 


408 DIT Holdings LLC Member 
459 TRUMP'S CASTLE MANAGEMENT CORP "(3) 


Owned by + % Cumershin Name Rete 
i00 The Donald J. Trump Revocable Trust Shareholder 
460 TURNBERRY SCOTLAND LLC *(1) 
Owned by: 36 Qvmershio Name Role 


CONFIDENTIAL DANY 520669 


XG Una Bike lereb 034) 


Instructions for Part Z 
Haier Phi è 


Reference 8 


Has ownership interest ins Entity Name 
Golf Recreation Scotland Limited 


461 TURNBERRY SCOTLAND MANAGING MEMBER CORP 'f11 


Owned by : % Ownership 
400 
Ras ownership Interact in : Entity Name 


TURNBERRY SCOTLAND LEC 


462 TW VENTURE ILID 


Owned hy i 3 Ownership 
í 
55 
463 TV VENTURE | MANAGING MEMBER CORP TU 
Quned by: % Ownership 
100 
Has ownership interest in : Entity Name 


TW VENTURE ILLE 


452 TW VENTURE HLLC *[1) 
Owned bys 3e Ownership 
1 
99 
Has ownership interest in : Entity Name 
TRUMP INTERNATIONAL GOLF 
LINKS - DOONBEG 


468 VENTURE II MANAGING MEMBER CORP "(1 


Owned by : 36 Ownership 
100 
Has ownership interest fin r Entity Name 


TW VENTURE li LLC 


466 ULTIMATE AIR CORP, '(3] 


Diwnad by: Sé Ouwinershis 
108 
467 UNIT 2502 ENTERPRISES CORP ^I) 
Owngd by : 26 Ownership 
ion 
Haz ownership interest In t Entity Name 


UNIT 2502 ENTERPRISES UE 


468 UNIT 2502 ENTERPRISES LLC 5} 


Owned by : 26 Ownership 
i 


59 
458 TRUMP NATIONAL GOLF CLUB ~ LOS ANGELES 


Owned by: $6 Ownership 
108 

Has ownership interestin : Entity Name 
VHPSUC 


CONFIDENTIAL 


TURNBERRY SCOTLAND MANAGING 

MEMBER CORP 

DIT HOLDINGS LEC 

Ownnrship Title 
10040086 Sofe Member 


Name 
DIT HOLDINGS MANAGING MEMBER 
ac 


1.09% Managing Member 


Name 
TW VENTURE MANAGING MEMBER 
CORP 

BIT HOLDINGS LLC 


DIT Holdings Managing Member LLC 


Ownershin Title 


1.0095 Managing Mamber 


Name 

TW VENTURE IL MANAGING 

MEMBER CORP 

DIT HOLDINGS LLC 

Ownership Title 
100.0696 Shareholder 


Name 

DIT HOLDINGS MANAGING MEMBER 

ELC 

Qumerskig Tide 

1.00% Managing Member 


Name 
DIT Holdings Managing Member Lic 


DIT Holdings Managing Member [ic 


£wnershin Title 

1.00% Managing Member 
Name 

UNIT 2502 ENTERPRISES CORP 


DIT HOLDINGS LLC 


Name 

RPV DEVELOPMENT LEC 

Ownership Title 

100,0696 Managing Member 


Managing Member 


Member 


Bole 
Shareholder 


Im 


of 
Managing Member 


i 


Mernber 


Shareholder 


Managing Member 


Member 


Rate 
Shareholder 


Shareholder 


Role 
Managing Member 


Member 


Role 


Shareholder 


DANY_520670 


Reference # 


OGE Foro 27788 iach WH} 
Instructions for Part 2 


Hota: Fi 


aren, Uo ant incide sccount nur, Sitaat ad 


VHPS LLC "(assets & income already disclosed on Part 2 under TRUMP NATIONAL GOLF CLUB - LOS ANGELES; owner of vacant lant 


470 if v disclosed on Part 2 under TRUMP NATIONAL GOLF CLUB - LOS ANGELES; owner of vacant land) 


Dwned by: 


% Ownershin 
109 


A71 WEST PALM OPERATIONS LLC "(8) 


Owned by : 


Daned by: 


473 WHITE COURSE LLC YS} 


Owned by : 


% Ownership 
100 

% Dwnership 
25 

78 

Sk Ownership 
H 

83 


ATA WHITE COURSE MANAGING MEMBER CORP *(i} 


Dwned by : 


Has awnership interest In : 


475 Wilshire Halt LLC 3) 


Owned by: 


476 Wollman Rink Operations LLC 


Owned by ` 


Entity Name. 
WHITE COURSE LLC 


36 Ownership 
1306 


Name 
TRUMP NATIONAL GOLF CLUB - LOS 
ANGELES 


BIT Holdings LLC 


Name 
The Donald 1. Trump Revorable Trust 


Trump Family Members 


Name 

WHITE COURSE MANAGING 
MEMBER CORP 

DIT HOUSINGS LLC 


Name 
DIT Holdings Managing Member LLC 


Ownership 
1.00% 


Name 
DIT Holdings LLC 
Trump Family Members 


Rams 
DIT Holdings LLC 


577 YORKTOWN REAL ESTATE LLC EIVA Yorktown Development Assucistes LEC} (3) 


Guined by : 


Ara HWA 858 Owners, LLC 


Owned hy: 


26 Ownership 
100 


2 Ownership 
i00 


Name 
DIT Holdings LLC 


Same 
Hudson Waterfront Associates t, LP, 


379 1388 AVENUE OF THE AMERICAS, A TENANCY-IN-COMMON 


Owned by: 


480 Trump fMonagement inc. 


Owned hy : 


A81 HWA 1290 HN LLC) 


Gwaed hy t 


Has ownership Interest in s 


2382 HWA 1230 IV LEC (1) 


Owned by : 


Has ownership Interest in : 


CONFIDENTIAL 


326 Ownership 
52. 
20.2 


27.8 


SC Ownership 
25 


75 


Entity Name 
3290 Avenue af the Americas. 


3& Ownership 
a0 


Entity Name 
1290 Avenue ofthe Americas 


Name 

HWA 1290 1H LEC 
HWA 1290 IV LLC 
HWA 1230 V ELC 


Name 
The Donald I, Trump Revacable Trust 


Tramp Family Membsrs 


Name 

Hudson Waterfront Associates Ri, 
LP. 

Ownership 

52.00% 


Narg 
Hudson Waterfront Assodiates IV, 
LP. 


Tide 


Mansgihg Member 


Title 
Partner 


Partner 


Role 
Managing Member 


Role 
Member 


Role 

Sharaholder 
Shareholder 

Role 

Managing Mersber. 
Member 


Rola 


Shareholder 


Role 
Member 
Marber 


Rola 
Member 


Rols 
Member 


Role 
Partner 


Role 

Partner 
Partner 
Partner 


Shareholder 


Shareholder 


Role 
Partner 


DANY_520671 


GE Foca 28x (buck 20135 
Instructions for Part 2 
Rote: This ix a 3st n sHirérses, vo farate 


"imr tust 


Inruttions for near 


Reference # 


483 HWA 1280 V LLC YI) 
Ovined by Könnershie Name Role 
100 Hudson Waterfront Assovlates V, LF. Partner 
Has ownership interest in: Entity Name Ownership Tithe 
1290 Avenue of the Americas 27,8096 Parınar 


486 Travel Enterprises Management ine. S53 


Pwned by! Ownership Name Bale 


208 OST Holdings Managing Member [LC Shareholder 


Owned bys 3& Ownership Name Role 
100 The Donald J. Trump Revocable Trust Member 
493 OT BALI GOLF MANAGER LLC "(4) 
Qwnad by; 2 Role 
BAL GOLF MANAGER MEMBER Managing Member 
LORD 
89 TITTI VENTURE LLC Member 
334 DT BALI GOLE MANAGER MEMBER CORP 3) 
Üwned by : % Gvinership Name Role 
400 DIT Holdings Managing Member LLC Shareholder 
Has ownership Interest In : Entity Name Rumershis Title 
DT BAL GOLF MANAGER 1.20% Managing 
Member 
495 DT BALL HOTEL MANAGER LLG *(4} 
Demed by: X Cramership Name Role 
H DT BAL HOTEL MANAGER MEMBER Visnaging Member 
CORP 
88 TIT VENTURE LLC Member 
498 DT BALI HOTEL MANAGER MEMBER CORP YA) 
Owed by : 26 Ownership Nama Rate 
308 DIT Holdings Managing Member LEC Shareholder 
Has ownership interest In t. Entity Nome Ownership Fide 
DY BALL HOTEL MANAGER LEC 1,002 Managing 
Member 
407 DT BALI TECHNICAL SERVICES MANAGER LLC 
Owned by: BOwearshia Name Rote 
i DT BALE TECHNICAL SERVICES Managing Member 
MANAGER MEMBER CORP 
99 TTTT VENTURE LLC Member 
498 DT BALI TECHNICAL SERVICES MANAGER MEMBER CORP "(1) 
Owned by ; X Ownership Mame Role 
100 DIT Holdings Managing Member LLC Shareholder 
Has ownership Interestin : Entity Name thanershin liie 
DT BALE TECHINICAL SERVICES 1.00% Managing 
MANAGER LLC Member 
495 DT CONNECT EUROPE LIMITED 
Owned by : X Ownership. Name Role 
200 Golf Recreation Scotland Limited Partner 


CONFIDENTIAL DANY_520672 


DAE Form 238 (fers 204) 


Reference # 


Owned by : 26 Owngrshig 


100 


505 DT LIDO GOLF MANAGER LLC EN 


Damned by: 36 Qwnership 


i 


99 


S06 DT LIDO GOLF MANAGER MEMBER CORP *(41 


Owned bys % Ownesshig 
ico 
Hos ownership interest In : Entity Name 
HT MBO GOLF MANAGER LLC 


507 DT LIDO HOTEL MANAGER LLC 14} 


Owned by : % Ownership. 


i 


$8 


508 DT LIDO HOTEL MANAGER MEMBER CORP Y4) 


Owned by : % Ownerstitp 
109 
Has ownership interest in : Entity Name 


OT LIDO HOTEL MANAGER LLC 


500 DT LIDO TECHNICAL SERVICES MANAGER LLG 


Owned by: 


89 


Name. 
Ths Donald J, Trump Revocable Trust 


Name 

DTLDO GOLF MANAGER MEMBER 
CORP 

TYPE VENTURE LLC 


Name 
DIT Holdings Managing Member LLC 


1.005 


Name 

DT UDO HOTEL MANAGER MEMBER 
CORP 

TEP VENTURE LLC 


Nams 
ET Holdings Managing Member LEG 


Nome 

DT UDO TECHNICAL SERVICES 
MANAGER MEMBER CORR 
THTVENTURE LEC 


510 DT LIDO TECHNICAL SERVICES MANAGER MEMBER CORP r1] 


Owned by : 36 Üvmsrshin 
408 

Has ovnership interest in. Entity Name 
DT LIDO TECHNICAL SERVICES 
MANAGER LLC 


511 DT MARKS BALILLE al 


Owned by : 


512 DT MARKS BALI MEMBER CORP */4) 


Owned hy 56 Ownership 
306 
Has ownership Interest In : Entity Name 


DT MARKS BALI LEC 


513 DT MARKS LIDO LLC "pO 


Owned by z S Ownership 
i 


88 


CONFIDENTIAL 


Nam 
DIT Holdings Managing Member LLC 


Name 


DT MARKS BALI MEMBER CORP 
DTTM OPERATIONS LUC 


Name 
DITM Operations Managing 
Member Corp 


Ownershin. 
3.00% 


Name 
ET MARKS LIDO MEMBER-CORP 
DTTM OPERATIONS LLC 


Managing 


Member 


Managing 
Member 


‘Title 
Managing 
Member 


Tide 
Managing 
Member 


Role 
Member 


Role 


Managing Member 


Member: 


Role 
Shareholder 


Role 
Managing Member 


Member 


Role 
shareholder 


Role 
Managing Member 


Member 


Role 
Shareholder 


Bale 
Managing Member 
Member 


Bole 
Shareholder 


fole 


Managing Member 
Member 
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Reference 2 


814 DT MARRS LIBO MEMBER CORP Ys) | 


Bemad by : 


Has ownership Interastin : Entity Same 
DT MARRS LIDO HUE 


Mc 


Owned by : 
33 
516 DT TOWER I MEMBER CORP "(4) 
Üwned dy: 36 Ovmershit 
389 
Mes nvonership Interest In : Entity Name 
DT TOWERTIAC 
951? DT TOWER KOLKATA LLG 
thyned by ¢ BSwnershts 


$$ 


518 DT TOWER KOLKATA MANAGING MEMBER CORP YT) 


Owned by : 3 Ownership 
306 
Hasownerstip interest in: ity Name 


DD TOWER KOLKATA LLC 


ar OTIM OPERATIONS LLG 41} 


Gumet by t 


3C Gvenership 


ss 
Has ownership inte rast in: 


220 DTIM OPERATIONS MANAGING MEMBER CORP 44) 


Oumad by: Se Goynership 


ib 


Has cannership interest in? 


S21 EID VENTURE H LLG ZI 


Owned by: M livenershin 


$t 
a 


522 EID VENTURE JL MEMBER CORE {2} 


Qemed by: %Ossgerchin 
aon 
Hes ownership interestin ı Entity Hane 
Sip VENTURE R UE 


323 MOBILE PAYROLL CONSTRUCTION ELLE 


Owned by: Basahin 


CONFIDENTIAL 


Heme 

OTIM Crarstions Managing 
Member Corp 

Dwnershig 

120096 


Kane 
OT TOWER E MEMBER CORP 
DIT Holdings LEC 


Name 
DIT Holdings Managing Marabar LUC 


Ownershin 
pers 


Sams 

DTRWER KOLKATA MANAGING 
MEMBER CORF 

DTT M OPERATIONS US 


Nome 
UTTM Dperations Managing 
Member Carp 


Évinershin. 
i006 


Name 

DTIM OPERATIONS MANAGING 
MEMBER CORP 

DIT Holdings US 


various entities us indicated elsewhere in this schedule 


Name 
DIT Holdings Mansging Member LLC 


various entities as indicated elsewhere in this scheduls 


NTURE IL MEMBER CORP 
The Donald 4, Trump Revocsble Trust 


fama 
The Donald L Trump Bavocakia Trust 


Qussehip 
15056 


ay 
5 
4 


[ 


qiie 
Maneging 
Mombear 


Title 


Managing 
Member 


Tide 
Member 


Title 
Managing 
Membar 


Shareholder 


anaging Member 
Member 


Sole 


Role 
Managing Member 


Member 


Role 
Shareholder 


Managing Member 


Mamber 


Bele 
Shareholder 


Managing Mesiber 
Mister 


Rois 
Shareholder 


12 
zA 
EA 


| 
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88 


Owned bys A Osuna 
400 
Has ownership interest m £ntity Name 


MOBILE PAYROLL CONSTRUCTION 


WE 
525 THE DC RESTAURANT HOSPITALITY LLC ^(1) 
Owned by: 36 Owinerstita 
100 


530 C DEVELOPMENT VENTURES LEG IS 


Owned bys S Owned 


55 


581 C DEVEL OPMENT VENTURES MEMBER CORP ^nm 


Duned by: 


x Ownershio 
ion 


Has ownership Interest In z 


532 TC MARKS BUENOS AIRES CLOCDSI-AISSOLVED TIS? 


Ünuned by : 3 Dwnershio 
ion 
333 DT VENTURE TLLC 
Dwnad by: 3 £hwoership 
am 


534 DT VENTURE I MERRER CORP 43) 


Gwaed by ¢ 


208 


Owned by 
5356 DT VENTURE if MEMBER CORP "(31 
Owned by: SE Onweersbio 
wü 
537 DT TOWER U ELC {4 
Dwned hy: SE Ownership 
aa 


539 DT TOWER H MEMBER CORP YA} 


Dwnedby: 


Has ownership interest in 


CONFIDENTIAL 


MOBILE PAYROLL CONSTRUCTION 
MANAGER CORP 
MIT Holdings US 


Onmershis 
3.09% 


OPS HOTEL MANAGER LUC 


Name 

C DEVELOPMENT VENTURES 
MEMBER CORI 
DUM OFERATIONS OC 


Name 

DTM Operations Managing 
Merkbar Corp 

ershio 

LOOM. 


Kar 
TIT VENTURE LEC 


DIT Holdings L.C 


Name 
DTTM Opsrstians Managing 
Member Corp 


Name 


BIT Holdings ILO 


DTTM Operations Managing 
Member Corp 


OTTM Operations ILC 
BT BOWER H MEMBER CORP 


Name 
DTTM Operations Managing 
Mamber Corp 


Managt 


Member 


Sole 
Shareholder 


Tithe 


Managing 
Member 


Mambar 


Bole 
Managing Member 


Member 


Shareholder 
Titia 


Managing 
Member 


Role 
Member 


Role 
Shareholder 


Role 


Marnber 


vareholder 


Role 
Shareholder 
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ide. sera mueshurs, otter wilhageet, ay ihr Sas isteusiiuns far rei 


$ Pepo Nümber j i [ 


Referenced | 


DTTGWER ll LLC 33,00% Managing 
Member 


533 DY ENDEAVOR | MEMBER CORP YS) 


Owned by? 36 Oumershiß Name Role 
160. DTTM Operations Managing Shareholder 
Member Corp 
840 dT HOLDINGS ONE LLC *(3] 
Owned by : % Ownership Name Role 
ion TTT VENTURE LLC Member 
541 47 HOLDINGS TWO LLC DO 
Boned by: 5% Qwnershin Name Role 
100 7 VENTURE LLC Marshar 
Has ownership interest in : Entity Name Ownership Title 
SCCLEVELAND MS MANAGEMENT 100.0096 Member 
ue 
SC PIER VILLAGE 100.0096 Member 
MANAGEMENT LLC 
542 STORAGE 108 LLC 
Owned by: 26 Ownership Name Bele 
ino The Donald 1. Trump Revocable Trust Member 
543 Y EXPRESS LEC Y5} 
Owned hy ; 3 Oumership Neme Role 
i TEXPRESS MANAGER MEMBER CORP Managing Manibar 
99 THT VENTURE LLC Member 
244 TEXPRESS MANAGER MEMBER CORP 44} 
Owned by: 16 Ownership Name Rote 
100 BIT HOLDINGS MANAGING MEMBER Shareholder 
he 
Has ownership interest in > Entity Name Ownership Tele 
T EXPRESS LLC 1.00% Managing 


Member 


Owned by : Sc Qwunershin Name Role 
100 AT HOLDINGS TWO LLC Member 
546 SC PIER VILLAGE MANAGEMENT LLC *(3) 
Owned by : Ownership Name Rolz 
100 AT HOLDINGS TWOLLE Mernber 
547 T PROMOTIONS LLE *(3] 
Owngd hy : 3$ Ownership Name Role 
p DTTM OPERATIONS LLC Member 
548 T RETAIL LLG 
Owned by : Sé Ownershin Name Role 
OB TRETA MANAGING MEMBER CORP Managing Member 
55 ÜTIM OPERATIONS LLC Member 
29 TITS VENTURE LLG Member 
543 T RETA MANAGING MEMBER CORP "(1 
Owned by: 36 Gvwenershig Mame Role 
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SHAE Porn Ze Mech 00 
Instruntions for Partd 


Reterence ft 


drostüddeiianr Qc ds 


Has ownership interest in t 


rosis for redu 


100 


T RETAIL LEC 


550 WESTMINSTER HOTEL MANAGEMENT LLC 


Ownedhy : 


551 WESTMINSTER HOTEL MANAGER MEMBER CORP *(1] 


Üwnedby : 


Has ownership interest in : 


775 


22.5 

Entity Name 
WESTMINSTER HOTEL 
MANAGEMENT LLC 


DIT HOLDINGS MANAGING MEMBER 

iuc 

Ownershin Tide 

[2373 Managing 
Member 


Name 

DIT HOLDINGS LLC 

TTT CONSULTING LUC 
WESTMINSTER HOTEL MANAGER 
MEMBER CORP 


ig 
Donald J, Trump Revocable Trust 


TIT CONSULTING LLO 

Üwnership Inis 

aa Managing 
Member 


Sole Shareholder 


Member 
Member 
Managing Member 


Role 
Shareholder 


Shareholder 


Real Estate License Pees (Royalties) até customarily paid to Trump fa phases: upon signing of the License Agreement (Uptront Fee), and during varions 
singes of the projects development, Therefors, the amount of License fee income reflected herein is dependent on the phase of that project's development 
zytie with the majority af payment back-loaded towards project completion, 
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7] CORRECTED 


| PAYE (E'S name, STSE city or town, state or province, country, Zi 
or foreign postal code, and telephone no. 


DONALD J. TRUMP - REVOCABLE TRUST AC s | 


7595 [ voli 
BER ALL 


m € — —— — 


Misce ian Sous 
income 


725 STH AVENUE | 2 Royalties 
NEW YORK, NY 10022 | 
(212)835-3250 | 


4 Federal income tax withheld jo 
T ris | internal Hovenue 
| Service Center 


] 
i 
| 
| Form 1099-RBISC | 
e 
i 


S 


RECIPIENT'S idenüfic: 


u f CORTE : File with Form 2086. 


le 
RECIPIENTS nanie nd 7 Nonemployes oompens sation | 8 Substitute payments infle fleu o i For Prive acy Act 
B | dividends or interest | and Paperwork 
| Reduction Act 
Notice; see ihe 


nn ICH YRCOUCN ECON 
PERNT EF MARS d MP han DZ 


nn Ze 
| Street address (Inciuding apt, no.) 


Is_ mT es I ui 


E Payer made direct sales of 149 Crop insurance pr roceeds 2017 General 
$5,000 or mc ds of consumer | instructions for 
"e = products to a buyer S S ‘er 
Clty o or town, state or provinces, count y, aid Z r foreign postal cade resale P Li 5 j Certain 
Vee tas Se eee information 
= | p ame 
j Account ri mber (ees instru ‚tions; on | E FATCA filing| Znd i TIN not] 13 Excess goide mparechue | 14 Gross proceeds paid io an | 
H requirsinerd -— ayments | attomey 1 
| x (ma i ER Su | | 
| M COHEN is | 
is 
i $ 
Form 1 1089-MIS ne 4141-08524] i warko gowforrat con 7 Departmen " of the Treasury - intem mal A i enue Samice 
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renee 
P AYER'S name, streat address, city or town, state or province, nce, country, Unay, ZIP 
reign postal code, and ielaphone nc. 


| DONAL D J. TRUMP . 


Miscellaneous 


MEN YORK, NY 10022 M 

| (21 2)836-3250 : 
| Copy å 
|. RER ER à For 
8 Fishing boat pr orosds - internal Revenue 


PAYERS teceral ide 
Service Gontor 


File with Form 1096. 


For Privacy Act 
and Paperwork 
Reduction Act 


| 
| 
ig koaa MES Notice, See the 


i 
| 
| 
i 
i 
UT 


REGIPIENT'S name s in feu ofi 


MICHAEL D COHE 


TENET hm aed 


| 
| 


ess (including g apt. na. ) 


M 


$5,000 or more of consumer instructions for 


i 
K 9 Payer made direct salesof | 10 Crop ‘insurance proceeds | 2017 General 
producta ic a buyer | 


Cartain 
Information 
Returns. 


| Account num r (so instructions} 7 [Fare CA fling] nd TIN r 3 Excess golden j^ Gross proces! 
| MCOHEN 


ds paldi io an | 


rement [ payments | zitoiiey 


185a Section 409A deferrais i 18b. Section 409A incorne 
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Foro 1099-MISG 41-0852411 www. lrs.gov/fornm O89 
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Trump Lawyer Arranged $130,000 
Payment for Adult-Film Star’s Silence 


Agreement just before election required woman to keep quiet about an 
alleged sexual encounter with Trump in 2006, people familiar with the 
matter say 


By Michael Rothfeld and Joe Palazzolo 


Updated Jan. 12, 2018 3:13 pm ET 


Donald Trump with Stephanie Clifford, whose stage name is Stormy Daniels, in a 2006 photo uploaded 
to her Myspace.com account. 


A lawyer for President Donald Trump arranged a $130,000 payment to a former 
adult-film star a month before the 2016 election as part of an agreement that 
precluded her from publicly discussing an alleged sexual encounter with Mr. 
Trump, according to people familiar with the matter. 


Michael Cohen, who spent nearly a decade as a top attorney at the Trump 
Organization, arranged payment to the woman, Stephanie Clifford, in October 
2016 after her lawyer negotiated the nondisclosure agreement with Mr. Cohen, 
these people said. 


DANYDJT00211684 


Ms. Clifford, whose stage name is Stormy Daniels, has privately alleged the 
encounter with Mr. Trump took place after they met at a July 2006 celebrity golf 
tournament on the shore of Lake Tahoe, these people said. Mr. Trump married 
Melania Trump in 2005. 


Mr. Trump faced other allegations during his campaign of inappropriate 
behavior with women, and vehemently denied them. In this matter, there is no 
allegation of a nonconsensual interaction. 


“These are old, recycled reports, which were published and strongly denied prior 
to the election,” a White House official said, responding to the allegation of a 
sexual encounter involving Mr. Trump and Ms. Clifford. The official declined to 
respond to questions about an agreement with Ms. Clifford. It isn’t known 
whether Mr. Trump was aware of any agreement or payment involving her. 


In a statement, Mr. Cohen didn't address the $130,000 payment but said of the 
alleged sexual encounter that “President Trump once again vehemently denies 
any such occurrence as has Ms. Daniels.” 


Mr. Cohen added in the statement, 
addressed to The Wall Street 
Journal: “This is now the second 
time that you are raising outlandish 
allegations against my client. You 
have attempted to perpetuate this 
false narrative for over a year; a 


narrative that has been consistently 


Michael Cohen, Mr. Trump's personal attorney denied by all parties since at least 
PHOTO: JONATHAN ERNST/REUTERS 2011." 


The Journal previously reported that Ms. Clifford, 38 years old, had been in talks 
with ABC's *Good Morning America" in the fall of 2016 about an appearance to 
discuss Mr. Trump, according to people familiar with the matter. In that article, 
the Journal reported the company that owns the National Enquirer agreed to pay 
$150,000 to a former Playboy centerfold model three months before the election 
for her story of an affair a decade earlier with the Republican presidential 
nominee, which the tabloid newspaper didn't publish. The company said she was 
paid to write fitness columns and appear on magazine covers. 
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Mr. Cohen also sent a two-paragraph statement by email addressed “TO WHOM 
IT MAY CONCERN" and signed by “Stormy Daniels" denying that she had a 
*sexual and/or romantic affair" with Mr. Trump. 


“Rumors that I have received hush money from Donald Trump are completely 
false," the statement said. 


Ms. Clifford didn't respond to multiple emails seeking comment. 


After the agreement, Ms. Clifford's camp complained the payment wasn't being 
made quickly enough and threatened to cancel the deal, some of the people 
familiar with the matter said. 


The payment was made to Ms. Clifford through her lawyer in the matter, Keith 
Davidson, with funds sent to Mr. Davidson’s client-trust account at City National 
Bank in Los Angeles, according to the people. 


“I previously represented Ms. Daniels," Mr. Davidson said, referring to Ms. 
Clifford's stage name. “Attorney-client privilege prohibits me from commenting 
on my clients’ legal matters." 


A spokeswoman for City National Bank declined to comment. 


The agreement with Ms. Clifford came as the Trump campaign confronted 
allegations from numerous women who described unwanted sexual advances 
and alleged assaults by Mr. Trump. 


In October 2016, the Washington Post published a videotape made, but never 
aired, by NBC's “Access Hollywood" in which Mr. Trump spoke of groping 
women. 


Mr. Trump denied all allegations of inappropriate sexual conduct and apologized 
atthe time for his remarks on the tape, calling them locker-room banter. 


Mr. Cohen worked at the Trump Organization from 2007 until after the election. 
As Mr. Trump took office, Mr. Cohen said he would work in private practice and 
act as Mr. Trump's personal attorney. “I am the fix-it guy,” he said in an 
interview in January 2017 before Mr. Trump's inauguration. 
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Ms. Clifford has appeared in about 150 adult films, and was considered among 
the industry’s biggest stars when the then-27-year-old met Mr. Trump at the 
American Century Championship in 2006, held at Edgewood Tahoe golf course 
in Nevada. 


Another adult-film star, Jessica Drake, later alleged in an October 2016 news 
conference that Mr. Trump kissed her and two other women without permission 
in a hotel suite after the same 2006 golf event. 


“I did not sign [a nondisclosure agreement], nor have I received any money for 
coming forward," Ms. Drake said this week in an emailed statement. “I spoke out 
because it was the right thing to do." 


A White House official responded to questions about Ms. Drake by referring to a 
previous statement by the Trump campaign, which called her account “totally 
false and ridiculous." 


—Alexandra Berzon contributed to this article. 


Write to Michael Rothfeld at michael.rothfeld@wsj.com and Joe Palazzolo at 
joe.palazzolo@wsj.com 
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MUR731300018 
Digitally signed by 
Kathryn Ross 


McDermott Ke Hg Koo Date: 201 8.02.12 
Will & Emery 10:44:15 -05'00 


Boston Brussels Chicago Dusseldorf Frankfurt Houston London Los Angeles Miami Stephen M. Ryan 

Milan Munich New York Orange County Paris Rome Silicon Valley Washington, D.C. Attorney at Law 
EN @mwe.com 

Strategic alliance with MWE China Law Offices (Shanghai) +1 mm 8333 

February 8, 2018 

VIA E-MAIL 

Federal Election Commission HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL 


Office of Complaints Examination 
and Legal Administration 

Attn: Christal Dennis, Paralegal 
999 E Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20463 


Re: MUR 7313 
Dear Mr. Jordan: 


I am writing on behalf of my client, Michael D. Cohen, in response to your letter dated, January 
30, 2018. Specifically, this letter responds to the complaint numbered MUR 7313, which was 
filed with the Federal Election Commission (FEC) by Common Cause and Paul S. Ryan. 


In a private transaction in 2016, before the U.S. presidential election, Mr. Cohen used his own 
personal funds to facilitate a payment of $130,000 to Ms. Stephanie Clifford. Neither the Trump 
Organization nor the Trump campaign was a party to the transaction with Ms. Clifford, and 
neither reimbursed Mr. Cohen for the payment directly or indirectly. 


Contrary to the allegations in the complaint, which are entirely speculative, neither Mr. Cohen 
nor Essential Consultants LLC made any in-kind contributions to Donald J. Trump for President, 
Inc., or any other presidential campaign committee. Mr. Cohen has not been a government 
employee during any of the relevant time period. The payment in question does not constitute a 
campaign contribution or expenditure and, therefore, the FEC lacks jurisdiction over this matter. 
The complainants have not and cannot present any evidence to the contrary. Accordingly, the 
complaint should be dismissed. 


Please contact me at your earliest convenience at EM -8333 if you have any questions 


y 
Counsel for Michael Cohen 


U.S. practice conducied through McDermott Will & Emery LLP. 


500 North Capitol Street, NW | Washington, DC 20001-1531 | Tel: +4 202 756 8000 | Fax: +1 202 756 8087 | www.mwe.com 
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"In late January 2018, | received a copy of a 
complaint filed at the Federal Election 
Commission (FEC) by Common Cause. The 
complaint alleges that | somehow violated 
campaign finance laws by facilitating an 
excess, in-kind contribution. The allegations in 
the complaint are factually unsupported and 
without legal merit, and my counsel has 
submitted a response to the FEC. 


| am Mr. Trump's longtime special counsel and I 
have proudly served in that role for more than a 
decade. In a private transaction in 2016, | used 
my own personal funds to facilitate a payment 
of $130,000 to Ms. Stephanie Clifford. Neither 
the Trump Organization nor the Trump 
campaign was a party to the transaction with 
Ms. Clifford, and neither reimbursed me for the 
payment, either directly or indirectly. The 
payment to Ms. Clifford was lawful, and was 
not a campaign contribution or a campaign 
expenditure by anyone. 


| do not plan to provide any further comment 
on the FEC matter or regarding Ms. Clifford." 


"Just because something isn't true doesn't 
mean that it can't cause you harm or damage. I 
will always protect Mr. Trump." WA ee 
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From: Costello, Robert J, 


Sent: Saturday, April 21, 2018 8:57 PM 
To: Michael Cohen 
Subject: Glulianl 


Attorney Client Communication Privileged 


I spoke with Rudy. Very Very Positive.You are “loved”. If you want to call me I will give you the details. | told him 
everything you asked me to and he sald they knew that, There was never a doubt and they are in our corner. 
Rudy said this communication channel must be maintained. He called it cruclal and noted how reassured they were 


that they had someone like me wham Rudy has known for so many years in this role. 


Sleep well tonight , you have friends in high places. 
Bob 


P.S. Some very positive comments about you from the White House. Rudy noted how that followed my chat with him 


last night. $ &^ 


Sent from my iPad 


DANYGJ00073768 


GX 207 


From: Costello, Robert J. MB » 
Date: Wed, Jun 13, 2018 at 3:21 PM 
Subject: FW: Update DRAFT 


To: Michael Cohen EN > 


Michael, 

Since you jumped off the phone rather abruptly, | did not get a chance to tell you that my friend 
has communicated to me that he is meeting with his client this evening and he added that if there 
was anything you wanted to convey you should tell me and my friend will bring it up for discussion 
this evening. 

| would suggest that you give this invitation some real thought. Today’s newspaper stories should 
not rattle you. The event announced today you thought would be announced Friday or Monday so it 
is merely a difference of timing. MW& E were brought in to do a discreet task and they have 
performed those services in an exemplary fashion. This is not a change in plan rather it is exactly 
what was planned. Your message or the message of MW &E should be positive and not negative in 
any way. What you do next is for you to decide, but if that choice requires any discussion with my 
friends client, you have the opportunity to convey that this evening, but only if you so decide. 

| must tell you quite frankly that | am not used to listening to abuse like today's conversation. You 
have called me numerous times over the last month to discuss issues and | have always tried to be as 
helpful as | could. You told me back in April that | was part of the team and | have acted accordingly 
on your behalf. When I suggested that we meet and discuss a strategy following this news you 
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suddenly took a new approach and stated: "That's not going to happen” Stunned by this remark, | 
was asking you for a clarification of our legal relationship. You indicated that you would be talking to 
someone in a boutique firm that was not ready to get involved and when | noted that you were 
willing to sit down with them but not sit down with us, you had an unfortunate outburst. | relayed 
this situation to Jeff Citron who suggested that you probably were just having a bad moment but 
that it was necessary to seek a clarification of our position with you in light of your remarks. 

Please remember if you want or need to communicate something, please let me know and | will 
see that it gets done. | hope | am wrong but it seems to both Jeff and | that perhaps we have been 
played here. Let me know what you want to do. 

Bob 


DHC 


[?] 


Robert J. Costello, Esq. 
Davidoff Hutcher & Citron LLP 


605 Third Avenue, New York, NY 10158 
Firm: 7200 Direct MM 3238 
Fax: 884 Email: Boden 


Website 
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STATEMENT OF CONFIDENTIALITY 

The information contained in this electronic message and any 
attachments to this message are intended for the exclusive use of the 
addressee(s) and may contain confidential or privileged information. 
If you are not the intended recipient, please notify us immediately 

by email reply to sender or by telephone to Davidoff Hutcher & Citron 


LLP at | LIEN ext. EM and destroy all copies of this 
message and any attachments. 


IRS DISCLOSURE NOTICE 

In accordance with Internal Revenue Service Circular 230, we inform 
you that any discussion of a federal tax issue contained in this 
communication (including any attachments) is not intended or written 
to be used, and it cannot be used, by any recipient for the purpose of 
(i) avoiding penalties that may be imposed on the recipient under 
United States federal tax laws, or (ii) promoting, marketing or 


recommending to another party any tax-related matters addressed herein. 
FREE EEE EEE EEE EEE EEE EEE EEE EEE EE EEE EEE EE EEE EEE EERE Ě 


Yours, 
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Michael D. Cohen 
114 (Cellular) 


———— 
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< Jay Sekulow 


A, Outgoing call 
& Incoming call 


AS Incoming call 


Feb 19, 2018 7:14 PM 


Client says thanks for what 
you do 


R Unanswered outgoing call 


Ok. Buzz me after 


R Incoming call 


lamona call. 


Q | New Message 6 
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(Audio File Admitted in Native Format) 
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Trump-Cohen Recording 


Michael Cohen: 


Donald J. Trump: 


Michael Cohen: 


Donald J. Trump: 


Michael Cohen: 


Donald J. Trump: 


Michael Cohen: 


Donald J. Trump: 


Michael Cohen: 


Donald J. Trump: 


Michael Cohen: 


Told you about Charleston. I need to open up a company for the 
transfer of all of that info regarding our friend, David, you know, 
so that — Pm going to do that right away. I've actually come up 
and I’ve spoken -- 


Give it to me and get me a -- 


And, I've spoken to Allen Weisselberg about how to set the whole 
thing up with -- 


So, what do we got to pay for this? One-fifty? 


-- funding. Yes. And it’s all the stuff. 


Yes, I was thinking about that. 


All the stuff. Because -- here, you never know where that 
company, you never know what he’s -- 


Maybe he gets hit by a truck 


Correct. So, I’m all over that. And, I spoke to Allen about it, 
when it comes time for the financing, which will be -- 


Listen, what financing? 


We'll have to pay him something. 
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Donald J. Trump: (INAUDIBLE) pay with cash. 


Michael Cohen: No, no, no, no, no, I got it. 


Donald J. Trump: Check. 
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and statement. Please start 
writing and | will call you soon 


Embargoed until we talk with Steve Ryan. 
But you are the only one who will have it 


"In late January 2018, | received a copy of 


I am Mr. Trump's longtime special counsel 
and | have proudly served in that role for 
more than a decade. In a private 
transaction in 2016, | used my own 


1 do not plan to provide any further 
comment on the FEC matter or regarding 
Ms. Clifford” 

We are good to go on the statement. 
Release tomorrow at 6:40am 
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Will you have some time to talk 
when you get in? 

Ok great! See you soon 

Chris Ross 
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Hey- the president wants to 
know if you called David pecker 
again? 


a OO o 
o002$5$0- 0 


HCH NY 000055 


GX 407F 


< Thread 


Donald J. Trump @ 
f @realDonaldTrump 


The New York Times and a third rate reporter named Maggie Haberman, 
known as a Crooked H flunkie who I don’t speak to and have nothing to 
do with, are going out of their way to destroy Michael Cohen and his 
relationship with me in the hope that he will “flip.” They use.... 


9:10 AM - Apr 21, 2018 
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Donald J. Trump @ @realDonaldTrump - Apr 21, 2018 
Replying to @realDonaldTrump 
...hon-existent “sources” and a drunk/drugged up loser who hates 
Michael, a fine person with a wonderful family. Michael is a businessman 
for his own account/lawyer who | have always liked & respected. Most 
people will flip if the Government lets them out of trouble, even if.... 
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Donald J. Trump @ @realDonaldTrump - Apr 21, 2018 .. 
' ..it means lying or making up stories. Sorry, | don't see Michael doing that 


despite the horrible Witch Hunt and the dishonest media! 
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Q Donald J. Trump @ 

@realDonaldTrump 

Mr. Cohen, an attorney, received a monthly retainer, not from the 
campaign and having nothing to do with the campaign, from which he 
entered into, through reimbursement, a private contract between two 
parties, known as a non-disclosure agreement, or NDA. These 
agreements are..... 
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Donald J. Trump @ 

@realDonaldTrump 
..very common among celebrities and people of wealth. In this case it is 
in full force and effect and will be used in Arbitration for damages 


against Ms. Clifford (Daniels). The agreement was used to stop the false 
and extortionist accusations made by her about an affair,...... 
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Donald J. Trump @ 

@realDonaldTrump 
..despite already having signed a detailed letter admitting that there was 
no affair. Prior to its violation by Ms. Clifford and her attorney, this was a 


private agreement. Money from the campaign, or campaign 
contributions, played no roll in this transaction. 
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Donald J. Trump @ 

@realDonaldTrump 
If anyone is looking for a good lawyer, | would strongly suggest that you 
don't retain the services of Michael Cohen! 
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Donald J. Trump @ 

@realDonaldTrump 
| feel very badly for Paul Manafort and his wonderful family. “Justice” 
took a 12 year old tax case, among other things, applied tremendous 


pressure on him and, unlike Michael Cohen, he refused to “break” - 
make up stories in order to get a “deal.” Such respect for a brave man! 
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